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Executive Summary

It’s now time to take a holistic view of OPMS processes and systems as
we know them today.—General Dennis J. Reimer, Chief of Staff of the
Army (CSA), June 1996.

INTRODUCTION

The Officer Personnel Management System (OPMS) requires fundamental change.
While there are basic issues of pressing concern today, the OPMS XXI Task
Force1 believes that those issues must be resolved in the context of developing an
officer corps that will meet the challenges of the early 21st century––to lead Army
XXI in mastering the capabilities and functions outlined in Army Vision 2010;
Joint Vision 2010; and DA PAM 100-XX, Force XXI Institutional Army Redes-
ign. In short, OPMS must address the needs of the future as well as correct to-
day’s problems.

The current OPMS requires field-grade officers to do too many different things
today for them to excel at any one of them. The requirements of Army XXI and
Army After Next (AAN) will exacerbate this problem. If the purpose of an officer
personnel system is to promote organizational excellence––and organizational ex-
cellence is directly tied to experience, expertise, and teamwork––then OPMS must
be redesigned to give officers the greatest opportunity possible to develop the ap-
propriate skills at each level of responsibility. The Task Force sees the completion
of this year-long study and the issuance of this report as merely the completion of
the first phase of a continuing effort. OPMS XXI2 will be a work in progress from
this point on. Many details have yet to be filled in, and some of the basic concepts
will be transformed into something different from what was originally conceived.
That is why the Task Force strongly advocates that OPMS XXI become a living

1 The OPMS XXI Task Force was chartered by the CSA in June 1996 to study and recom-
mend changes to the current OPMS. The charter appears after the bibliography.

2 OPMS XXI represents the result of OPMS XXI Task Force-recommended changes to the
current OPMS to make it iterative and responsive to change for the 21st century.
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system that the Army cyclically reviews and adjusts as necessary. It will become
better and stronger through successive refinement.

OPMS XXI will fundamentally change how officers are managed and promoted,
including greater promotion opportunities for officers outside of the “command
track.” OPMS XXI focuses on active component officers within the Army Com-
petitive Category (ACC). It does not address officers within the special branches,
such as doctors and lawyers, nor does it directly address the personnel manage-
ment of Army National Guard and Army Reserve officers. However, the reserve
components have worked closely with the Task Force to ensure that their person-
nel systems are aligned as closely as possible with those of the active component.

Summary of Key Recommendations

The OPMS XXI Task Force recommends the following actions:

◆ Adopt a strategic approach to human resource system design and manage-
ment.

◆ Implement a personnel management system based on career fields, with
distinct groupings of branches and functional areas, to reflect the evolving
needs of the Army today and into the future.

◆ Adopt a holistic approach by linking officer personnel management, charac-
ter and leader development, and the Officer Evaluation Report (OER) into
a total Officer Development System (ODS) XXI.

◆ Develop a mechanism to ensure alignment of authorizations and inventory.

◆ Establish new functional areas and eliminate others to address changing re-
quirements.

◆ Assign all Army Competitive Category officers to a career field after they
are selected for promotion to the rank of major.

◆ Conduct promotion boards so that officers compete for promotion to lieu-
tenant colonel and colonel with other officers in their career field.

◆ Send all officers selected for promotion to major to resident intermediate-
level military education and all officers selected for promotion to colonel to
resident senior service college-level education.

These key recommendations are explained in later sections of this summary. The
Task Force’s detailed recommendations are set forth in the body of the report.
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METHODOLOGY AND THE CASE FOR CHANGE

Ready Today/Ready Tomorrow

The Army’s mission is to fight and win the Nation’s wars. But readiness today
does not necessarily translate into readiness tomorrow. Tomorrow’s readiness will
require a significant commitment of resources and thoughtful planning. The Army
needs to acquire the finest weapons and write the doctrine for using them effec-
tively on the battlefield. It also needs to develop officers with the right skills,
knowledge, and experience to meet unforeseen challenges of the 21st century.
While the warfighting focus must never be obscured or diminished, the institutional
Army has a simultaneous requirement for officers possessing other skills and ex-
pertise. Therefore, it is time to assess how we develop our officers with respect to
the challenges of the world environment today and tomorrow.

Importance of Officership

The…commissioned officer leads the fight, deciding what is to be done
and when. He or she is concerned with the larger goals of the organiza-
tion, determining when new circumstances dictate change, in accordance
with broad conceptual direction. 3

Officers are the uniformed leaders of the Army. They imbue their units with a war-
fighting ethos and are the moral examples for their subordinates. They set the pro-
fessional and ethical tone in every organization to which they belong. Importantly,
they develop the professionalism expected of an officer through a balanced se-
quence of education, training, and experience that prepares them for service at
progressively higher levels of responsibility. Officers articulate and embody the
Army ethic with their focus on warfighting as the Army’s reason for being and
their fostering of core Army values. They also provide leadership and long-term
vision, establish and maintain standards, take responsibility for organizational out-
comes, and maintain trained and ready units or organizations. Officers bring mili-
tary expertise to the design and management of Army and DoD systems. As the
Army focuses on changing and on adapting to the 21st century, the officer corps
that will lead it must also change.

Evolving Officer Requirements

The objective of the Officer Personnel Management System is to access, train, de-
velop, assign, evaluate, promote, and separate officers in a manner consistent with
Army needs and to enhance the effectiveness and professionalism of the officer
corps. Therefore, OPMS should procure and designate officers in the right num-

3 RAND Corporation, Harry Thie et al., Future Career Management Systems for U.S. Mili-
tary Officers, 1994.
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bers and with the right skills to satisfy current and projected Army
requirements. OPMS must also develop the professional capacities of officers
through planned schooling and sequential, progressive assignments; assign officers
to meet Army requirements; and separate them in a way consistent with Army re-
quirements.4

Background

This is not the first time OPMS has had a significant review. Twice before—in
1971 and again in 1984—Army task forces studied OPMS and made recommenda-
tions for changing it. The Army has experienced significant changes since the last
OPMS study in 1984. The most apparent of them have been the drawdown of the
Army at the end of the Cold War and those resulting from three major legislative
initiatives: the Goldwater-Nichols Department of Defense Reorganization Act of
1986, the Defense Acquisition Workforce Improvement Act, and Title XI legisla-
tion for Active Component Support to the Army National Guard and Army Re-
serve. As a result, requirements for officers mandated by law and established by
the needs of the National Military Strategy now exceed the supply available.

These events—coupled with the explosion of information technology, with its at-
tendant operational and personnel implications—prompted the Army Deputy Chief
of Staff for Personnel (DCSPER), with the CSA’s consent, to assemble a small
team of senior field-grade officers and begin reviewing a series of specific issues
pertaining to OPMS. Their purpose was to help him determine whether a general
review of the entire officer system was warranted. This “Precursor Study Group,”
directed by the Commanding General, U. S. Total Army Personnel Command
(PERSCOM), reviewed more than 60 issues, 57 of which went forward to the
DCSPER. Considered together, these issues convinced the DCSPER that a com-
prehensive study was needed. In May 1996, he recommended to the CSA that the
Army initiate an OPMS Study—OPMS XXI.

Task Force Charter

The OPMS XXI Task Force was convened by the CSA in July 1996. General
Reimer instructed the Task Force to review and update the current OPMS to en-
sure that the system continues to develop officers to meet the challenges of a
changing world—officers who can fight and win today’s wars and wars of an un-
certain future. General Reimer also cautioned the Task Force to keep in mind cer-
tain fundamental truths about the Army and its soldiers and values that should not
be changed, such as selfless service and loyalty, which lead soldiers to acts of duty,
honor, and courage.

4 DA PAM 600-3, Commissioned Officer Development and Career Management, 8 June
1995.
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General Reimer also directed the Task Force to create a conceptual framework
integrating OPMS with the Leader Development System, ongoing character
development initiatives, and the new OER. The CSA emphasized that while war-
fighting should remain the preeminent skill of the officer corps, it is also important
to develop a contingent of officers specializing in how the Army works as an insti-
tution. Implicit in this guidance is the requirement to examine focused career paths
both in the operational and institutional Army, leading to a new definition of “suc-
cess” for officers outside the traditional command track. General Reimer also di-
rected the Task Force to look at how the Army should train and educate its officer
corps to help transform the Army into a learning organization.

Thirty-five officers representing the Army’s various branches and functional areas
served as members of the Task Force, applying their individual and collective ex-
pertise and leadership experience to the study. The Task Force also sought assis-
tance from various Army and sister service agencies as well as outside consultants
to obtain accurate and relevant findings stemming from the best possible informa-
tion collection, processing, and analysis. These findings formed the basis for rec-
ommendations tailored to current and projected future Army requirements. The
Task Force also developed analytical models for studying the system and for
evaluating its recommendations.

Indicators That OPMS Revision Is Required

The Task Force found multiple indicators that the current OPMS requires revision.
Units have experienced high rotational turbulence among their field-grade officer
leadership during the past few years. Most branches cannot even provide all of
their majors at least one year of field-grade, “branch-qualifying” time in key battal-
ion and brigade positions, because the number of officers in each year group ex-
ceeds the number of branch-qualifying positions available. While some officers do
get multiple branch-qualifying jobs and spend as much as two years in units, the
trend indicates that most majors will have only one key branch-qualifying job and
will stay in the unit for about one year. The cumulative amount of time majors
spend in key battalion or brigade jobs has declined steadily over the past several
years.

A significant misalignment between the number of authorized positions for field-
grade officers and the affordable officer inventory has created serious management
problems. This misalignment extends across virtually all branches and functional
areas. The officer inventory is only enough to fill fewer than 75% of the authorized
major positions and only slightly more than 80% of branch-qualified captain au-
thorizations.

During recent years, there has been an increase in field-grade Table of Distribution
and Allowances (TDA) authorizations. These authorizations require branch-
qualified officers at the rank of major, and distribution policies have assigned a
large portion of TDA authorizations a higher priority for fill than most Table of
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Organization and Equipment (TOE) units. In the aggregate, the Army is capable of
filling only about 70% of its field-grade authorizations; many organizations are be-
ing filled at a level well below 70%.

At any given time, about two-thirds of combat arms field-grade officers serve out-
side their branch in functional area or immaterial positions. Conversely, most com-
bat support and combat service support officers serve primarily in branch-related
jobs and spend relatively little time in immaterial and functional area positions.
Some combat support and combat service support branches have experienced a
chronic shortfall of field-grade officers. There is no mechanism for cross-leveling
officers in the field-grade ranks to rectify this situation.

In recent years, several functional areas have had to depend on promotion floors to
ensure that a sufficient number of officers are promoted to fill lieutenant colonel
and colonel positions within these functional areas. The current dual-track system
is producing relatively few officers with true functional area expertise and experi-
ence.

As the time-in-grade period for majors has shortened, the branch-qualified major
has only a few months to spare after passing through the number and variety of
wickets a successful officer must pass through at that grade. Officers’ expectations
and concerns about their careers continue to be expressed in a variety of ways, in-
cluding concern about inflation in the OER system, an inordinate degree of worry
about future assignments, and anxiety about career security and about the oppor-
tunity to continue pursuing a successful career.

Additional Observations and Selected Findings

The Army is a complex system of systems providing the institutional base from
which the operational force is supported. As such, it requires officers able to per-
form essential functions that fall outside the Army’s warfighting role but are abso-
lutely necessary to field an Army that can fight and win. To be performed well,
these functions require officers with substantial relevant experience and expertise.
Officers engaged in these functions must anticipate the doctrinal, training, and or-
ganizational requirements of future operations and prepare the Army to meet them.
Accordingly, in addition to being grounded in the operational Army, they must
have specialty or technical skills that support the Army’s larger systemic needs.

The emerging National Defense Strategy consists of three elements: shaping the
international environment, responding to the full spectrum of crises, and preparing
for the future. This emerging strategy suggests that the Army will need to produce
officers in broad skill groupings that can address and support each of these three
elements. That, in turn, means that the Army must have a three-part officer per-
sonnel strategy. First, it must provide the kind of officers who will keep the opera-
tional force ready to respond to any crisis––today and tomorrow. Second, it must
create a cadre of officers who lead units or organizations that contribute to the
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shaping of tactical, operational, and strategic conditions. This includes expertise on
the use of military force to create or sustain political stability, the ability to under-
stand and advise civilian leaders on the political ramifications of military action,
and the ability to shape the information environment––optimizing information as a
political-military tool. Finally, the Army must develop officers who can prepare
and build the Army of tomorrow by orchestrating complex systems within the Ser-
vice and across DoD and also by procuring and building future Army systems.

Army systems depend on the skill and heart of the soldiers who use them, and offi-
cers play the critical role in the combined integration, synchronization, and em-
ployment of those soldiers and the systems they employ. High standards of
performance—both individual officer skill and collective organizational skill—are
required to maximize organizational performance. Therefore, officers must be
given adequate time, education, and developmental experience as individuals to
become outstanding leaders. Given the current trends of modern warfare, this en-
tails developing officers with deep experience and expertise to meet all of the
Army’s complex systemic needs. It further suggests that leadership teams will need
to spend a significant amount of time together to develop their collective skills and
build cohesion so that the organization––as a whole—will be more effective.5

In addition, OPMS must engender experience and expertise for the whole range of
skills required now and in the future. The Army will need world-class operational
specialists expert at warfighting, capable of operating across the full spectrum of
military operations, and competent at integrating Total Army assets in joint and
combined operations. Further, the Army will need world-class functional and sys-
tems specialists able to design, build, and integrate current and future Army sys-
tems within the DoD structure; procure, manage, and provide resources to build
the future; and provide technical or functional expertise not developed in the op-
erational Army.

Strategic Vision for OPMS

Starting with a strategic approach, the Task Force first asked what ought to be
expected of an officer personnel system that is already accessing and managing the
officers who will lead the Army well into the 21st century. Fighting and winning
the Nation’s wars is becoming increasingly more complex and difficult. Therefore,
OPMS XXI must recognize the constantly increasing complexity and difficulty of
Army operations and adapt accordingly. Furthermore, the Army must produce of-
ficers of character who embrace and personify its values to lead its soldiers effec-
tively under the demands and hardships of combat.

On the basis of its preliminary assessments, the Task Force formulated a vision de-
scribing optimum characteristics for OPMS into the 21st century. These character-
istics, in order of priority, capture the overarching considerations that must be

5 Army After Next Annual Report, Section 5, “Army After Next Soldiers and Their Units.”
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integrated into any action plan devised for OPMS. This would be accomplished by
first considering the impact on readiness, then on organizational interests, and fi-
nally on the individual officer. There will be times when readiness or organizational
interests will conflict with individual interests. The characteristics, taken together,
serve to give balance to any decision with regard to its priority of importance to
the Nation and the mission. Any portion of a plan that proves inconsistent with the
goals should be reconsidered or adjusted. These goals are as follows:

Better for the Nation. Maintain readiness for today’s warfighters, while building
tomorrow’s warfighting force. Adhere to sensible stewardship of resources and
management of Army organizations.

Better for the Army. Remain uncompromising in supporting the tradition of values-
based leadership while producing competent officers and highly trained, capable
units.

Better for the Officer. Afford all officers challenging and fulfilling career options
and reasonable opportunities for success. Provide them with the constructive, real-
istic feedback, through regular formal and informal counseling and mentoring, that
they need to make informed career choices.

In order to achieve each of the OPMS XXI goals defined above, the Task Force
identified the characteristics of a successful officer development system. Figure 1
identifies the 12 OPMS XXI characteristics generated by the Task Force.

Figure 1. OPMS XXI Goals and Their Characteristics

� Demonstrates responsible stewardship of national resources
� Represents the diverse society it serves
� Returns quality citizens to the Nation

� Develops officers who personify enduring Army values
� Integrates the Leader Development System and OPMS
� Fosters sustained unit excellence
� Matches operating inventory to authorizations
� Promotes active component and reserve component interoperability
� Develops officers who perform effectively in a joint environment
� Develops motivated, competent, and experienced officers

� Establishes credible officer career opportunities
� Helps officers form realistic expectations of career outcomes

Better for the
Nation

Better for the
Officer

Better for the
Army

System Design Criteria

The CSA approved the following design criteria for OPMS XXI, which are de-
rived from the 12 characteristics. The design criteria became the critical bench-
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marks for the design of OPMS XXI:

◆ Enhance the Army’s warfighting capability. This criterion requires that
majors spend more time in branch-qualifying assignments such as battalion
executive or operations officers. Simultaneously, OPMS XXI must reduce
turbulence for officers in units.

◆ Provide all officers with a reasonable opportunity for success. This crite-
rion requires that officers in all career fields have a reasonable—but not
necessarily equal—opportunity for promotion.

◆ Balance grades and skills at the field-grade level. This criterion requires
better alignment of authorizations and officer inventory. The objectives are
to reduce upward grade substitution, increase levels of fill, and improve the
experience levels of colonels serving in branch, functional area, and imma-
terial-coded positions.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The Task Force formulated a series of recommendations to adapt OPMS to meet
21st century requirements. The recommendations involve how OPMS develops
and trains Army officers, how inventory is aligned with officer requirements, and
how OPMS fits into the larger officer development and human resource systems.

Career-Field-Based System

OPMS XXI restructures the Army Competitive Category by grouping branches
and related functional areas into management categories called “career fields”
(CFs). Officers will compete for promotion with other officers in the same CF.
This will end the practice of “double counting” during promotion boards, in which
selected officers count against promotion floors for their branch and their func-
tional area. Under the new system, officers will count only against their branch or
against their functional area. Each CF has its own distinct mission and develop-
ment track for officers, reflecting the Army’s readiness requirements today and
into the 21st century. Officers in all CFs will be assigned across the Army in TOE
and TDA organizations performing a wide variety of jobs. Figure 2 depicts the
four CFs recommended by OPMS XXI.
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Figure 2. OPMS XXI Four-Career-Field Concept

...Leaders for the 21st century Army...Leaders for the 21st century Army

OPMS Task ForceOPMS Task Force

XXI

OPMS XXI CONCEPTOPMS XXI CONCEPT

Current ACC becomes 4 distinct Field Grade Career Fields based on Army functions in 2010.Current ACC becomes 4 distinct Field Grade Career Fields based on Army functions in 2010.
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A description of the CFs follows:

��The Operations (OP) CF provides the Army with officers qualified by
training, education, and experience in areas directly related to the em-
ployment of land forces. It is composed of officers in the ACC’s 16 basic
branches and two functional areas, FA 39 (Psychological Operations and
Civil Affairs) and FA 90 (Multifunctional Logistics). Officers in this CF
will retain a functional area for the remainder of their careers, even if they
never serve in it. However, a functional area designation indicates special
aptitudes and skills that may provide flexibility for duty assignments at
some later point.

��The Information Operations (IO) CF responds to the requirements of the
21st century information age, as addressed by Army Vision 2010, which
identifies “gaining information dominance” as fundamental to all future
Army patterns of operation. The IO CF brings together related disciplines
with associated functional areas and creates several new ones. The func-
tional areas in this CF are FA24 (Information Systems Engineering), FA
30 (Information Operations), FA 34 (Strategic Intelligence), FA 40 (Space
Operations), FA 46 (Public Affairs), FA 53 (Information Systems Man-
agement), and FA 57 (Simulations Operations).

��The Institutional Support (IS) CF focuses on the increasingly technical
and complex nature of running the Army as an organization. The empha-
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the IS CF is on management, planning, and programming of Army re-
sources through the near, mid, and long term. The functional areas in this
CF are FA 43 (Human Resource Management), FA 45 (Comptroller), FA
47 (US Military Academy Permanent Faculty), FA 49 (Operations Re-
search/Systems Analysis), FA 50 (Strategy and Force Development), and
FA 52 (Nuclear Research and Operations).

◆ The Operational Support (OS) CF strengthens current readiness while
building the future force through its liaison and acquisition specialties. This
CF contains FA 48 (Foreign Area Officer) and the Army Acquisition
Corps, which includes FA 51 (Research, Development and Acquisition),
some FA 53B (Systems Automation Engineering), FA 53C (Systems
Automation Acquisition), and FA 97 (Contracting and Industrial Manage-
ment).

Career Field Designation Process

CFs will be assigned to officers through the Career Field Designation Process. The
process that the Task Force proposes will consist of the following steps:

◆ OER input. The new OER (DA Form 67-9) requires the rater and senior
rater to recommend a CF for all ACC captains through lieutenant colonels.
When recommending CFs for rated officers, rating officials will be advised
to consider “the whole person,” with factors such as demonstrated per-
formance, undergraduate or graduate training, technical or unique exper-
tise, military experience or training, in-depth understanding of a foreign
culture, and so on. Recommended CFs will be one of several factors taken
into consideration by the Career Field Designation Board (CFDB).

◆ PERSCOM announcement of annual CFDB and guidance. This an-
nouncement will provide information on dates and required procedures, as
well as a guidance to the officer as he or she deliberates the best CF choice.
This guidance is intended to inform eligible officers about the various CFs
by providing the following information: number of CF designations eligible
for that year; estimated number of officers, by branch, to be placed in each
CF; and skill-level requirements for each of the four CFs. As part of the
guidance, PERSCOM will also inform the field of any unique or evolving
skills or aptitudes being sought by the various CFs that year that the officer
may wish to highlight on the Officer Career Field Preference Statement.

◆ Officer Career Field Preference Statement. At the required time, the offi-
cer will complete the Officer Career Field Preference Statement and for-
ward it to PERSCOM. Officers may change their CF preference in
accordance with a schedule announced by PERSCOM. PERSCOM will
collect the information and forward the officer’s file, along with any addi-
tional request for change and supporting documentation, to the CFDB.
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◆ CFDB convened. A formal CFDB will review the officer’s total file, includ-
ing the officer’s requested preference, any additional information the officer
may choose to submit, past performance, assignments, demonstrated skills
and aptitudes, and the chain of command’s input. The CFDB will have a
serving division commander as its president. The members of the board will
be colonels, at least 51% of whom will be current or former colonel-level
commanders. All CFs will be represented on the CFDB.

◆ Final approval. The CFDB will forward its recommendations to the Office
of the Chief of Staff for final approval.

Once a CF has been designated, crossover to another CF would occur only under
limited circumstances and on the basis of the Army’s needs.

Functional Areas

The Task Force recommends some additions to and deletions from functional ar-
eas. New functional areas recommended are FA 24 (Information Systems Engi-
neering), FA 30 (Information Operations), FA 34 (Strategic Intelligence), FA 40
(Space Operations), FA 43 (Human Resource Management), FA 50 (Strategy and
Force Development), and FA 57 (Simulations Operations). Functional areas con-
sidered for elimination are FA 41 (Personnel Management) and FA 54 (Operations
and Force Development).

Inventory and Authorization Alignment

In FY99, field-grade officer authorizations will exceed the operating inventory by
over 2,600. The inventory of officers at each grade is constrained by the Defense
Officer Personnel Management Act (DOPMA), while officer authorizations are
not. The DCSPER is presently using the Officer Restructuring Initiative (ORI) as
the primary tool to bring authorizations into line with inventory.

Current major command (MACOM) command plans are not executable, since they
contain hundreds of field-grade officer authorizations that will never be filled as a
result of DOPMA constraints on officer inventory. There is no mechanism for lim-
iting the number of officer authorizations documented by the MACOMs to fit the
officer inventory that DOPMA allows at each grade. In addition, there is no means
for ensuring that the number of authorizations in each branch and functional area is
supportable by the officer inventory allowed by DOPMA. Since MACOMs have
no requirement to take branch and functional area structures into consideration
when documenting authorizations, the Army-wide aggregate authorizations for a
branch or functional area may be unsupportable by the inventory of officers in that
particular branch or functional area.

Balancing and aligning the field-grade authorizations is critical to the success of
OPMS XXI. Branch and functional area authorizations will be used to determine
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CF sizing at the CFDB. Also, authorizations are used to determine floors for pro-
motion boards. What is needed, therefore, is a mechanism for limiting the authori-
zations that MACOMs are allowed to document so that they do not exceed the
officer inventory allowed by DOPMA. In addition, a mechanism needs to be estab-
lished that enables the MACOM requirements for branches and functional areas to
be reviewed and aligned across the entire Army. This will help ensure that the total
number of authorizations for a particular branch or functional area can in fact be
filled by officers possessing the appropriate skills.

The Task Force, in conjunction with the Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for
Operations (ODCSOPS), the Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel
(ODCSPER), and the Assistant Secretary of the Army for Manpower and Reserve
Affairs (ASA(M&RA)) developed a proposal for aligning authorizations with in-
ventory at the grade level of detail and for recoding the force at the skill level of
detail. These realignments and recodings will be captured in FY00 TDA and TOE
documentation and will take into account current authorization structure issues as
well as the ORI results and Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR)-directed cuts. It is
intended that grade and skill constraints be applied to each MACOM during each
authorization documentation cycle. It is also intended that the Army-wide review
process for branch and functional area structures become an annual event, since
this review will help in determining the grade and skill-level constraints for au-
thorizations.

Accessions into Branches

Officer accessions into the basic branches will be as they are today, with officers
serving their first 8 to 12 years developing the leadership and tactical skills associ-
ated with their branch. The branch detailing program for combat support and com-
bat service support will continue. Officers will also continue to wear their branch
insignia throughout their military service.

Promotion System

The current promotion system for promotion to lieutenant colonel and colonel will
be replaced by one offering competition for promotion based on CF affiliation.
Federal law guides promotion percentages. Centralized promotion boards will re-
main. At the grade of lieutenant colonel, promotion opportunity would be similar
among the four CFs. There will be reasonable opportunity for promotion to colo-
nel in all four CFs.

Command Selection

A board of officers will make selections into command categories. Selected offi-
cers will be distributed among four categories of command: (1) tactical, (2) train-
ing and strategic support (TSS), (3) institutional (garrison and recruiting
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battalions), and (4) U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC) sys-
tems managers (TSMs) (for colonel only). The selection board will slate officers to
a category, while PERSCOM will slate individual officers to specific commands.
Officers may decline consideration in any or all categories. Primary selection in one
category would preclude alternate status in another. To ensure that former lieuten-
ant colonel-level commanders are not disadvantaged for promotion to colonel by
the type of command they have held, promotions to colonel would be floored by
type of command and by percentages to be determined.

Military Education

The Task Force believes that Military Education Level (MEL) 4 resident education
is necessary for all Army officers to face 21st century challenges—but this is not
an easy fix. It will require substantial planning, coordination, and commitment of
resources to provide the right education and training across the four CFs.
TRADOC is examining the feasibility and cost associated with restructuring its
resident Command and General Staff College program to provide education to all
officers promoted to the grade of major. This program will consist of a common
core curriculum coupled with an additional phase tailored for each CF. We esti-
mate that this new system will begin operating between the years 2000 and 2004.
Furthermore, the Army is studying the feasibility of sending all officers selected for
promotion to colonel to resident MEL 1, as recommended by the Task Force.

LEADER CONCERNS

As the Task Force proceeded in its work, feedback from the leadership and the
officer corps in the field raised issues and concerns that needed to be addressed
and balanced against the benefits of change. Those most frequently raised
focused on facets of Army culture and notions of what it does and does not reward
in an officer’s career. The Task Force was sensitive to these concerns, since its
proposed CF-based management system promised a significant departure from past
notions of career opportunities and career success.

The Army culture is derived from its national security mission. Young officers are
trained and developed in their warfighting roles from the outset. Through a series
of unit assignments, lieutenants and captains are schooled in the “muddy boots”
heritage: the knowledge that “soldiering” is a profession driven by technical exper-
tise in the art of war, singleness of purpose, and enduring core values. Leadership
and teamwork are emphasized and individual priorities subsumed by the needs of
the mission.

OPMS XXI recognizes that the strategic driver for Army decisions and actions is
operational readiness—the warfighting core of the Army. It also recognizes that
the Army needs to emphasize its technical and specialty expertise to better prepare
for the battlefield of today and tomorrow. While operational capabilities are still
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paramount, it acknowledges that military specialties outside the operational arena
are critical in preparing and shaping the Army for the 21st century world. In devel-
oping a CF-based management system, the Task Force addressed the broad areas
of concern described below.

Retaining Warfighting Expertise and the “Muddy Boots” Culture

There was much concern in the field and on the part of the Army leadership that
increasing career opportunities in specialty fields might deplete the opera-
tional/command track ranks. The Army is the preeminent ground fighting force in
the world, and its leaders do not want to diminish this capability. However, the
Army’s leaders also are keenly aware that today’s world is changing rapidly and
that expertise on the battlefield today is not enough to prepare for tomorrow’s
faster, smarter, farther fight. The leadership also perceives that operational capabil-
ity must be augmented with technical and specialty capabilities to invest and man-
age resources into the future. In studying the proposed changes, the Task Force
struck a balance between preserving warfighting capability and increasing oppor-
tunities within specialty fields.

Under OPMS XXI, warfighting capabilities will be enhanced by keeping basic
branch officers at the rank of major in branch-qualifying positions longer, resulting
in greater unit stability and increased job expertise. It is a goal of OPMS XXI to
afford every officer at the rank of major serving in the operations (OP) CF at least
two years in a branch-qualifying assignment during a three-year stabilized opera-
tional tour. Under OPMS XXI, about two-thirds of the officer corps promoted to
major will be designated into the OP CF, while the remaining one-third will be des-
ignated into one of the three specialty CFs—operational support (OS), institutional
support (IS), or information operations (IO).

Officers in four of the combat arms branches (infantry, armor, field artillery, and air
defense artillery) will be transferred to the three specialty CFs in larger numbers
than those from the other branches. Up to half of the majors designated into the
three specialty CFs will be drawn from the four combat arms branches. While at
first this procedure would seem to deplete the pool of qualified combat arms offi-
cers disproportionately, the current reality is that these branches have fewer
branch-specific and combat arms-immaterial jobs at the field-grade level than do
the other branches. The result is tremendous competition for the smaller number of
branch-qualifying jobs. Consequently, officers are rotated through these jobs in
minimum time to get as many as possible branch-qualified. The result is officers
with less experience and skill and units with higher officer turbulence and greater
instability. With a smaller field-grade population in these four branches, assignment
lengths will increase along with unit stability and officer troop experience.
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Instilling the “Muddy Boots” Culture in “Specialist” Officers

OPMS XXI recognizes that the first 10 years of an officer’s career are critical to
instilling the right values and a sense of Army tradition and culture. It is during this
time that all ACC officers are branch-qualified and prove their operational compe-
tence. Through these early operational assignments, young officers acquire an un-
derstanding of and appreciation for the “muddy boots” culture of the Army and its
fighting mission. Therefore, any specialization in an officer’s career should not oc-
cur until after these formative years, after selection to major. Furthermore, officers
working in functional area positions are not isolated from troops, and this will not
change in the future. At a minimum, the same percentage of functional area jobs
existing today will continue to exist in the divisions, corps, and installations.

Link to Other Army Initiatives

Other ongoing Army initiatives are directly linked to OPMS XXI issues. These in-
clude the Leader and Character Development initiatives and the newly revised
OER. The Army expects its officer corps to be capable warfighters and skilled pro-
fessionals who also embody its core values and muddy boots culture. Any Army
officer development system must also develop the officer’s leadership skills and
character. Since the OER is a fundamental tool in developing of the officer through
his or her career, it also must be a part of the total officer development system.
While OPMS XXI is not the proponent for the new OER, the Task Force has been
working closely with the proponent to ensure that the new OER and OPMS XXI
complement each other in their initiatives. For instance, the new OER will permit
the chain of command to recommend a specific CF in which the rated officer may
best serve.

Army National Guard/Army Reserve and Joint Assignments

First of all, joint service is directed by law, as is active component support to the
Army National Guard and Army Reserve. Moreover, the reality of the fight—
present and future—is that no service can go without its sister services and no ac-
tive component without its Guard or Reserve. Army officers—active, Guard, and
Reserve—are all part of the Total Army. Active component officers will be drawn
from all four CFs, in support of Guard and Reserve units, making this integration
even more relevant. Furthermore, the Army officer must be able to talk to sister
service counterparts, as well as to civilian agencies, to leverage maximum power.
“Joint” is not just a requirement—it is the way we fight. Accordingly, officer de-
velopment must continue to recognize this need for “interoperability” across ac-
tive/Guard/Reserve, joint, and interagency lines and explore new ways of
enhancing this cooperation and integration. One such initiative being fielded is the
integration of active component officers into Guard and Reserve units as
commanders, operations officers, and executive officers—time that OPMS XXI
recommends be branch-qualifying.
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Relevance in the Coming Years

Some officers in the field have questioned the wisdom of changing OPMS at a time
when so many unknowns on the planning horizon may necessitate additional
change. As the uncertain future approaches and gradually reveals itself, today’s
fixes risk becoming irrelevant. To address the valid concern of preserving rele-
vance and effectiveness into the evolving future, the Task Force has designed a
system, through a periodic review process, that is flexible and adaptable as circum-
stances change.

In addition, the OPMS XXI Task Force believes that the officer personnel devel-
opment system—which develops officers with the right skills, knowledge, and at-
tributes—cannot be separated from programs focusing on character and leadership
development. Therefore, as OPMS XXI plans are implemented, the Task Force
recommends that OPMS XXI itself evolve into the next level of officer develop-
ment system, “ODS XXI.” ODS XXI would integrate character and leader devel-
opment initiatives and work closely with the OER proponent to develop the total
officer—in head and heart, in mind and body.

IMPLEMENTATION

As OPMS XXI recommendations are approved by the CSA, implementation will
proceed. Starting 1 October 1997, it is expected to be phased in gradually over the
subsequent five years. In the first year, implementation actions will be transparent
to the officer in the field and will consist of preliminary actions necessary to build
the OPMS CF-based management system. During FY98 and FY99, the new func-
tional areas will be developed and positions will be coded in the authorization
documents to accommodate the changes. At the same time, the Army will conduct
an extensive information campaign to notify and educate the officer corps about
OPMS XXI changes and how they will affect officers’ careers. After the prelimi-
nary developmental work, the first CFDB is expected to be convened in the spring
of 1999. By the summer of 2002, the Army will convene its first promotion boards
to lieutenant colonel and colonel to consider the first year groups converted to the
new system.

During the transition years, captains through lieutenant colonels, including single-
track branch officers, may be assigned a functional area. By rank, here are addi-
tional actions an officer can expect:

◆ Serving colonels and promotable lieutenant colonels. These officers will
not be affected. They will not be designated into CFs or have their
functional areas reviewed. They can, however, decide to apply for a CF
designation.
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◆ Lieutenant colonels and majors. These officers will be designated into CFs
before their next promotion board.

◆ Lieutenant colonels, majors, and captains currently in FA 41 and FA 54.
These officers may have to go through the functional area designation pro-
cess to receive new FAs before their next promotion board, if FAs 41 and
FA 54 are eliminated as proposed.

◆ Captains and lieutenants in year group 1993 and earlier. These officers
will participate in the functional area designation process in their fifth year
of service, as before, and will participate in the CF designation process in
conjunction with their major’s board.

Officers may request a change in their functional area any time before CF designa-
tion by coordinating with their PERSCOM branch manager.

Flexible and Adaptable: Officer Development Action Plans
(ODAPs)

OPMS XXI concepts and recommendations will remain relevant and responsive,
because they are designed to evolve through an annual review, feedback, and up-
date process as requirements change. ODAPs will be initiated to implement and
manage OPMS XXI programs, including CFs. These ODAPs will be periodically
reviewed and assessed to ensure that they stay on course with their near-term ob-
jectives and long-term strategies. As military doctrine and requirements change in
response to developments in the world scene and evolving technology, OPMS XXI
will respond in turn, adjusting the ODAPs as necessary. Further, OPMS XXI rec-
ommends continuous improvement through its own evolution into ODS XXI.

OPMS XXI and ODS XXI are designed to minimize uncertainty by maximizing
adaptability to ensure that officers are developed to meet current and future chal-
lenges capably—while remaining true to the tradition and core values of the
American soldier. The Army is preparing for 21st century military operations
through its work in Force XXI, Army 2010, and Army After Next. But even as the
Army prepares for the next century, it must remain ready to meet the many secu-
rity challenges present today. With periodic self-assessment, OPMS XXI and the
successor ODS XXI will continue to develop officers that the Army needs to re-
main ready—ready today and ready tomorrow.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

It’s now time to take a holistic review of OPMS processes and systems—
as we know them today.1

OVERVIEW

This report is about the need for fundamental change in the Officer Personnel
Management System (OPMS). The focal point of the study has been the future,
not the present. While there are fundamental issues of pressing concern today, the
OPMS XXI Task Force believes that they must be resolved in the context of de-
veloping an officer corps that will meet the challenges of the early 21st century—
to lead Army XXI in mastering the capabilities and functions outlined in Army Vi-
sion 2010; Joint Vision 2010; and DA PAM 100-XX, Force XXI Institutional
Army Redesign. In short, OPMS must address the needs of the future as well as
correct the problems existing today.

Fundamentally, this report argues that the current officer personnel system requires
officers to do too many different things at the field grades to become excellent at
any one of them. The requirements of Army XXI only portend to exacerbate this
problem. If the purpose of an officer personnel system is to promote organizational
excellence––and organizational excellence is directly tied to experience, expertise,
and teamwork––then OPMS must be redesigned to give officers the greatest op-
portunity possible to develop the appropriate skills at each level of responsibility.

Change is difficult, and OPMS XXI asks the officer corps to begin adjusting some
of its most fundamental cultural predispositions––perhaps the most difficult aspect
of change.2 It also acknowledges that ultimately the success or failure of any new
system depends upon the power of the underlying idea behind it and the execution
of the all-important details in support of that idea. This study is extremely ambi-
tious and broad in its scope, and it will take many years before its recommenda-
tions are fully realized as mature pieces of a new OPMS.

Accordingly, the OPMS XXI Task Force sees the completion of this year-long
study and the issuance of this report as merely the completion of the first phase of
a continuing effort. OPMS XXI will be a work in progress from this point on.
Many details have yet to be filled in, and some of the basic concepts will be trans-

1 Dennis J. Reimer, Chief of Staff, Army.
2 Jim Dewar et al., Army Culture and Planning in a Time of Great Change, Santa Monica,

CA: RAND Corporation, 1994, 5-19. See also Carl H. Builder’s The Masks of War, Baltimore,
MD: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1989, 39-43.
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formed into something different from what was originally conceived. But this is
natural and to be expected. That is why the Task Force strongly advocates that
OPMS XXI become a living system that the Army cyclically reviews and adjusts as
necessary. It will become better and stronger through successive refinement. Thus,
it is best to think of OPMS XXI as a voyage with the current study as its first leg.

ADAPTABILITY AND CHANGE

One of the strengths of the Army has been its adaptability and responsiveness to
the domestic and world environment in which it finds itself. The past quarter cen-
tury, in particular, has been testimony to the Army’s willingness to reshape itself
continually. That period is replete with initiatives designed to move the Army for-
ward by keeping pace with evolving national strategy, new doctrine, emerging
technology, and resultant organizational change. Many of these initiatives have fo-
cused on the officer corps, and two in particular have looked closely at the Officer
Personnel Management System. The OPMS I and II Studies each recommended
substantial change that qualitatively improved the officer corps as a whole and the
system managing it.

This OPMS XXI Study, the third and latest of these studies since 1971, reexam-
ines the officer personnel management system in the context of the many signifi-
cant events affecting the Army since the last OPMS study in 1984. The vastly
altered strategic landscape brought about by the end of the Cold War, the explo-
sion of new information-age technologies, the increasing use of the U.S. military in
non-traditional missions such as humanitarian relief and peacekeeping, and DoD’s
evolution toward a fully integrated and coherent joint approach to military opera-
tions have spawned new requirements or constraints significantly affecting OPMS.
This study assesses OPMS in light of these changes as part of a larger, holistic sys-
tem––the Army within DoD—in which component subsystems like OPMS must be
integrated, mutually supporting, and coherent to achieve the larger organizational
goals of the evolving Army.

Ultimately the Army’s fundamental purpose is to fight and win the Nation’s wars.
The officer corps is entrusted first with the mission to keep the force trained and
ready and second to lead that force to win in combat. OPMS, first and foremost
then, is about developing officer leaders with the requisite skills, knowledge, and
attributes to perform their central role in keeping the U.S. Army the preeminent
ground force in the world.

While the precepts and goals have not changed, the environment in which they
must be achieved has. It is the purpose of this document, then, to assess the effect
on OPMS of the environmental changes generally identified above and make the
recommendations necessary to move the system into the 21st century.
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A CHANGING ENVIRONMENT

Over the last 14 years the Army has experienced significant changes that have had
widespread effects on the officer personnel system. The most apparent of these
changes have been the drawdown of the Army at the end of the Cold War and
those resulting from three major legislative initiatives: The Goldwater-Nichols Act
of 1986, the Defense Acquisition Workforce Improvement Act (DAWIA) of 1990,
and Title VII and XI legislation for active component/reserve component (AC/RC)
support in 1992 and 1993. These events––coupled with a 12-year span since the
last formal review of OPMS and the explosion of information-age technology with
its attendant operational and personnel implications––prompted the DCSPER, with
the CSA’s consent, to assemble a small team of senior field-grade officers and be-
gin looking at a series of specific issues pertaining to OPMS. Their purpose would
be to help him determine whether a general review of the entire officer system was
warranted. This “OPMS XXI Precursor Study Group” fell under the direction of
the Commanding General, PERSCOM; it ultimately reviewed more than 60 indi-
vidual issues, 57 of which went forward to the DCSPER. The collective body of
these issues convinced the DCSPER that a comprehensive study was indeed war-
ranted, and in May 1996, he recommended to the CSA, General Reimer, that the
Army initiate its third formal OPMS study, OPMS XXI.

CONVENING THE OPMS XXI TASK FORCE

General Reimer convened the Officer Personnel Management System XXI Task
Force in July 1996 to review and update OPMS, as necessary, to ensure that the
system continues to develop officers who best meet the challenges in a changing
world. The Army as an institution must develop officers not only prepared to fight
and win today’s wars, but also those of the uncertain future. Accordingly, he in-
structed the Task Force to link its work with the Army’s ongoing future planning
efforts: Force XXI for the near term, Army XXI initiatives for the mid term, and
Army After Next projections for the long-term planning environment.

GUIDANCE

In designing the system for the future, General Reimer directed the Task Force to
create a conceptual framework that integrates OPMS with the Leader Develop-
ment System, ongoing character development initiatives, and the new Officer
Evaluation Report (OER). He also emphasized that while warfighting must remain
the paramount skill of the officer corps, the Army should begin to foster officers
who thoroughly understand how the Army works as an institution. Implicit in this
guidance was the requirement to examine the advisability of focused career paths,
both in the operational Army and in the institutional Army. A related and equally
important issue was how the Army ought to educate and train the officers of the
future, ensuring that they will be able to play the leading role in transforming the
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Army into a learning organization. Finally, General Reimer directed the Task Force
to reexamine what “success” should mean for the officer corps. The OPMS XXI
Study Charter, signed by the CSA, appears after the bibliography.

Highlights of additional, specific guidance and implied tasks are as follows:

◆ The OPMS XXI Study is a top priority and absolutely critical for the future
Army. Focus on the post-Cold War world.

◆ The OPMS XXI Task Force works directly for the CSA.

◆ OPMS XXI must be linked to the new OER, the update of the Leader De-
velopment System and the Leader XXI Campaign Plan, and the Character
Development XXI initiative.

◆ Warfighting must remain the paramount skill of the United States Army.
However, warfighting is not the only skill we need. We must have officers
who understand how the Army works and those who are able to handle
such complex functions as installation management, acquisition, and logis-
tics, among others.

◆ Broaden the definition of warfighting. It must incorporate the prevention of
war.

◆ Define “success” for Army XXI. Is it rank, or is it contribution of service?

◆ Development of Foreign Area Officers (FAOs) must be country/region-
oriented. However, FAOs must also be credible in terms of their knowl-
edge of the United States Army and have operational experience based on
assignments in Army warfighting units.

◆ OPMS XXI must account for the recent major changes our Army has un-
dergone with respect to the interface between Army components: active,
National Guard, and reserve. The opportunity now exists to fully integrate
all components of the Total Army.

◆ Examine different approaches to training. Differentiate between skill train-
ing (i.e., training that teaches people the skills they need to succeed in the
Army as professionals) and cultural training (i.e., training that focuses on
understanding the Army as an institution, its values, ethics, purpose, and
mission).

◆ Examine the need to change the Army’s Table of Organization and Equip-
ment (TOE) from an operating institution to an operating and learning in-
stitution.

◆ Examine a single track for command.
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OTHER GUIDANCE—BACKGROUND RESEARCH

Warfighting doctrine written for military operations in the 21st century envisions
very intense, highly lethal, short-duration engagements fought by smaller, leader-
intensive units scattered across an ill-defined battle area. Recent experiments in-
volving Force XXI and the Army After Next have demonstrated that the Army
must continue to develop leaders with a keen appreciation for and understanding
of the historical perspective of war. However, the results also suggest that officers
may need to acquire new analytical and cognitive skills for thinking through and
solving complex military problems in the future.

The success of Army units will continue to depend upon leaders who are intellec-
tually agile, logical, creative, and innovative in their thinking, and who are also
bold and audacious decision-makers. However, the nature of future military prob-
lems and operating environments may demand new skills, knowledge, and attrib-
utes of officers. For example, recent Force XXI Army warfighting experiments at
Fort Hood, Texas, and the National Training Center (NTC), Fort Irwin, California,
demonstrated the need for officers who are comfortable commanding, leading, and
managing in high-technology environments. Mission success of Force XXI units
also depended upon how well the leaders managed and operated Command, Con-
trol, Communications, Computers, and Intelligence (C4I) systems to build and
maintain a relevant common picture of the battlespace and synchronize military
operations. The importance of these lessons learned cannot be overstated: the ex-
tent to which we exploit future advances in military and C4I technologies may
eventually determine our effectiveness as a fighting force.

MISSION AND PURPOSES

On the basis of this guidance, the Task Force conducted a detailed mission analy-
sis. The mission that resulted had three major tasks and three purposes. The Task
Force’s major tasks were as follows:

◆ Review OPMS and recommend appropriate changes.

◆ Recommend an executable conceptual framework for OPMS XXI that in-
tegrates the Task Force’s work with the ongoing Leader XXI, Character
Development 2000, and new OER initiatives.

◆ Design an implementation strategy for the Task Force’s recommendations
that provides a mechanism for periodic reviews and updates.

To accomplish the first two tasks, the Task Force would have to design a system
satisfying three purposes:

◆ Address Total Army and joint requirements into the 21st century.
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◆ Develop officers with the appropriate skills, knowledge, and attributes to
fight the Army successfully and run it expertly as an institution.

◆ Develop officers whose behavior exemplifies Army values.

This mission entails developing an officer corps that can effectively shape, train,
and lead the Army 25 years from now.

THE CHALLENGE

The Task Force’s challenge was to create an evolutionary path for an officer corps
of an Army that does not yet exist. What Army organizations, doctrine, and train-
ing will look like 15 to 20 years from now is a matter of conjecture. They may be
very similar to today’s, and then again they may be appear completely foreign to
those who serve today. Rather than attempting to predict what the future Army
and its officer corps will look like over the long term and design the system
accordingly, the Task Force chose instead to build an adaptable OPMS that can
adjust itself to the conditions of the world in which it finds itself––sustaining what
is best about the current system while at the same time shaping itself for the future.

The task then became to chart an azimuth to the future, first by identifying what
strategic end OPMS should fundamentally serve for the Army, and then by formu-
lating a coherent and complete set of enduring objectives that will cause OPMS to
attain that end. Once these are formulated, the next step would be to begin shaping
OPMS as a system to best achieve them. The strategic end and supporting objec-
tives would define what a strong and healthy OPMS ought to do for the Army.
Thus, the critical component would be the ends desired, not the specific operating
mechanisms to achieve them. The design problem thus would be to identify what
elements of OPMS should change to better achieve these objective characteristics.
The critical idea was to shape the future force by anticipating potential future skill
and developmental requirements and then to address them in the context of achiev-
ing the fundamental end and strategic objectives for OPMS.

Whatever changes the Task Force members might consider, however, they had to
think of the system-wide impact of these changes. OPMS is a multi-faceted, inter-
related, adaptive system whose elements are highly interdependent––much like an
ecosystem. It is a complicated network of multiple cause-and-effect relationships in
which components react or adapt to each other as one or another piece of the sys-
tem changes. Many component elements are in direct tension with each other. Fur-
ther, one change could affect multiple subsystems, which in turn could set off their
own set of causal relationships. As in an ecosystem, a well-intentioned change in
one region of OPMS could produce unintentional—even disastrous—effects else-
where if not examined in terms of its system-wide repercussions.

As a result, a strategic systems or holistic approach to design had to be under-
taken, ultimately with systemic balance and symbiosis being the most crucial is-
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sues. The Task Force realized that in all likelihood none of its design criteria––
which were all derived from the objective OPMS characteristics––could be truly
optimized. They could only be met to some greater or lesser degree as they bal-
anced in tension with other, competing criteria. In other words, no one criterion
could be maximized without jeopardizing the fulfillment of others.

A TWO-PHASED APPROACH

This conceptual understanding of the task at hand led the Task Force to break the
study into two stages. During the first stage, the Task Force conducted a thorough
assessment of the current OPMS by examining a variety of issues generated by the
OPMS XXI Precursor Study Group and other sources. In conducting this assess-
ment, the Task Force asked three basic questions:

◆ What is right with the current OPMS and should be sustained?

◆ What is wrong with the current OPMS and should be changed?

◆ What is right with the current OPMS that could be wrong or inadequate
under projected future conditions and thus should be changed?

The primary objective of this first stage was to identify the systemic problems and
significant trends that could drive change in OPMS, understand their dynamics,
and determine which problems and trends require major change in OPMS.

If a requirement for change could be established, the second stage would then re-
volve around redesigning OPMS. This stage would include establishing the prob-
lem-solving methodology, identifying design alternatives, and conducting the
appropriate comparative analysis. The intent of this stage would be to address to-
day’s OPMS problems on the way to building an officer corps with the right mix of
skills and developmental paths to meet the needs of Army XXI. The product
would be a feasible conceptual framework for a new OPMS.
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Chapter 2

Task Force Methodology

OVERVIEW

OPMS XXI addresses the need for fundamental changes to the current system.
The Task Force addressed issues on two levels: changes to correct near-term op-
erational problems, and those bearing on longer term strategic problems that will
confront the officer corps in the early 21st century. This meant developing a highly
robust methodology for examining a broad range of officer management and de-
velopment issues. It also meant incorporating rolling planning horizons for making
proactive assessments of Army leader development and providing feedback for
senior Army leaders. This approach benefits the personnel community by anticipat-
ing leader development and personnel management problems before they arise so
that appropriate corrective actions can be taken before the problems become criti-
cal.

DEFINING THE PROBLEM

The Task Force formulated the following high-level objective for this study:

Design an Officer Professional Management System for the Army of the
21st century (OPMS XXI), within time and cost constraints, that meets
future officer management and professional development needs of the
Army for staffing a trained and ready Army that is able to successfully
conduct future military operations.

To achieve this objective, the Task Force examined four fundamental areas of offi-
cer management—officer education, leader development, sustaining the officer
corps (sustainment), and distribution of officers by grade and skill (e.g., branch and
functional area)—all of which are necessary for meeting the Army’s warfighting
and institutional requirements. Within each area, the Task Force addressed specific
problems stemming from downsizing, congressional legislation, and policy deci-
sions. The Task Force assessed gaps in current leader development created by
emerging defense strategy and new military and information technologies. For ex-
ample, the importance of information warfare and its threat to future military op-
erations suggested the need for a new career field for information operations. The
Task Force also addressed grade and skill imbalances across the force created by
past policies for accessing and managing officers.
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KEY PLAYERS AND STAKEHOLDERS

The decision-maker for this study was the Army Chief of Staff, General Dennis J.
Reimer. The clients were the officer corps and commanders and directors of key
Army agencies responsible for managing and developing it. These include the U.S.
Army Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC) Commander, the Deputy
Chief of Staff for Operations (DCSOPS), the Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel
(DCSPER), and the U.S. Total Army Personnel Command (PERSCOM) Com-
mander. Other key players included the Chief of Staff’s four-star advisors, referred
to as the Board of Directors (BoD), and other general officers and civilian leaders
who either advise the Army Chief of Staff on important matters or who can have
an impact on OPMS XXI decision outcomes.

The OPMS XXI Study Director, Major General David H. Ohle, routinely briefed
the CSA and other key players throughout the Army and DoD to build consensus
for officer management changes recommended by the Task Force. Other important
stakeholders included the following:

◆ Selected Members of Congress

◆ The Secretary of Defense and the Office of the Secretary of Defense
(OSD)

◆ The Secretary of the Army

◆ The Joint Staff

◆ The Vice Chief of Staff of the Army

◆ The Assistant Secretary of the Army for Manpower and Reserve Affairs

◆ The Assistant Secretary of the Army for Financial Management

◆ The Assistant Secretary of the Army for Research, Development and Ac-
quisition

◆ Major Command (MACOM) Commanders

◆ The Assistant Vice Chief of Staff of the Army

◆ The Chief of the National Guard Bureau

◆ Corps Commanders

◆ The Inspector General of the Army
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◆ The Deputy Under Secretary of the Army for Operations Research
(DUSA/OR)

◆ The Judge Advocate General

◆ Division Commanders

◆ Army Branch School Commandants

◆ Army Functional Area Proponents

Figure 2-1 depicts the OPMS XXI Task Force organization and its relationship to
the decision-maker, clients, and key OPMS XXI players.

Figure Chapter 2 -1. OPMS XXI Task Force Organization and Key Players

Key Players:
CSA Board of Directors, GOs,

Civilian Leaders, & Others

Clients:
TRADOC CDR, PERSCOM CDR,
DCSOPS, DCSPER, Officer Corps

OPMS XXI
Council of Colonels

Director's Group
(administration)

Operations (G3)
(assigns tasks, coordinates actions,

& implements study guidance)

OPMS XXI Divisions (3):
Ldr. Dev. & Tng, Career Mgt.,

Structure & Distribution.
(accomplishes study guidance tasks)

Operations Research &
Systems Analysis (ORSA)

(modeling & analysis)

OPMS XXI
Study Director

Decision-Maker:
Army Chief of Staff

OPMS XXI Task Force members represented every Army branch and functional
area. Members of the OPMS XXI Task Force Council of Colonels (CoC) repre-
sented every MACOM and major subordinate command. The Council of Colonels
met quarterly at the request of the Study Director to provide the Task Force with
feedback and ideas for improving OPMS XXI.

BROADENING THE FRAMEWORK

Because the Army is an extremely large, complex organization, in studying officer
management and development issues, the Task Force found it impossible to sepa-
rate the people who lead, manage, and staff it from how it is organized, functions,
and operates. This made it very important to consider relevant issues from related
fields. For example, a review of lessons learned from previous OPMS studies high-
lighted the importance of carefully considering human resources and human factors
from an organizational viewpoint in designing an Army Officer Development Sys-
tem. Background research also made it apparent that generating innovative and
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meaningful alternatives for solving current officer management problems would
require broadening the scope of OPMS XXI.

Expanding the framework of analysis allowed the Task Force to describe OPMS
XXI in terms of a broader, higher level problem—namely, reengineering the Army
for military operations in the 21st century. Figure 2-2 below illustrates a top-down
view of major components of the Army that might be included in a higher level
Army reengineering problem. These are the warfighting component of the Army
(i.e., TOE force structure), institutional operations (i.e., TDA structure), manage-
ment of the Army as a system (i.e., MACOM headquarters and staffs, and lower
level commands), and personnel management and development systems for com-
missioned officers, warrant officers, enlisted, and civilians. By framing OPMS XXI
within the context of a higher level problem, the Task Force better understood
how OPMS XXI alternatives might have an impact on one or more of the major
Army components shown in Figure 2-2. Responsibility for each area is shown in
parentheses. Sections shown in bold represent Army functions and subfunctions
directly related to OPMS XXI.

Figure Chapter 2 -2. High-Level Framework for Reengineering the Army

To acquire officers
by skill

(PERSCOM)

To train and educate officers
by grade and skill

(TRADOC)

To distribute officers
by grade and skill

(PERSCOM)

To sustain the force
by officer grades and skills
(ODCSPER, PERSCOM)

To professionally develop officers
by grade and skill

(TRADOC)

To separate officers
by grade and skill

(PERSCOM)

To design OPMS XXI
for Army Vision 2010

(OPMS XXI TF)

To write new doctrine
for Army 2010

(TRADOC)

To design new C2 systems
for Army 2010

(TRADOC, DCSOPS)

To design new fighting forces
for Army 2010

(TRADOC, DCSOPS)

To identify new equipment
for Army 2010

(TRADOC, DCSOPS)

To identify new personnel skills,
knowledge, and attributes needed

for staffing Army 2010
(TRADOC, DCSOPS)

To reengineer Army's force structure
(TOE) for military operations in 2010

(TRADOC, DCSOPS)

To reengineer the Army's institutional
structure (TDA) for operations in 2010

(DCSOPS, MACOM CDRs)

To reengineer the Army's headquarters
and staffs for operations in 2010

(CSA, MACOM CDRs)

To design a trained, ready Army for 2010
able to "successfully" conduct military operations with fewer forces

(CSA)
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DELINEATING THE PROBLEM

After defining the problem, identifying key players and stakeholders, and expand-
ing the framework of analysis, the next step was to determine the boundaries of the
OPMS XXI problem. The CSA chartered the OPMS XXI Task Force to design an
officer management and development system to meet the need for both generalist
and specialist officers. However, the CSA’s charter did not include reengineering
other components of the Army depicted in Figure 2–2, even though they are all
interrelated and most directly affect officer management in one way or another.
This significantly complicated the tasks of delineating the problem and of designing
subfunctions for the OPMS XXI officer life-cycle model.

In general, the Task Force examined all aspects of officer professional develop-
ment, including officer life-cycle functions, selection for promotion, commands,
and professional military schools (Military Education Level (MEL) 4 and 1 only).
Considerations that helped focus the Task Force’s efforts within time, budget, and
manpower constraints are discussed below:

◆ OPMS XXI addressed only the active component, although the Task Force
did consider issues of AC/RC alignment and connectivity from a personnel
management perspective.

◆ Within the active component, the scope of the problem was further limited
to the Army Competitive Category (ACC).

◆ Within the ACC of the active component, the Task Force concentrated on
field-grade officer development and did not address company-grade, war-
rant-officer, or general-officer development.

◆ Balancing the ACC field-grade officer structure was by grade and skill
(branch and functional area).

◆ The Task Force did not examine options for creating, eliminating, or com-
bining Army branches. However, it did consider such options for functional
areas.

◆ The Task Force did not directly address the creation or fielding of the new
OER, except for linking it with other components of a comprehensive Offi-
cer Development System (ODS).

ASSUMPTIONS

Major assumptions underlying the study came primarily from two sources. First,
the Task Force based many assumptions on study guidance from the CSA and
other senior Army leaders. Additional assumptions were derived from background
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research by the Task Force into potential future officer personnel management re-
quirements. Areas studied included literature on the information age, the revolu-
tion in military affairs (RMA), the impact of information technology on Army
organizations, and lessons learned from Force XXI Army warfighting experiments
(AWEs) and Army After Next (AAN) wargames.

Major OPMS XXI design assumptions used by the Task Force are given below:

◆ Aggregate Army force structure and officer requirements, as measured by
officer authorizations, will not increase over the next three to five years.
Thus, new functional areas and career fields will be created from authoriza-
tions that exist today.

◆ Authorizations allocated to MACOMs may be recoded under any OPMS
XXI option.

◆ At some future time, an Army-wide realignment of officer authorizations
and inventory will occur by grade and skill through initiatives such as the
Management of Authorizations by Grade and Skill (MAGS), currently re-
ferred to as the Officer Restructuring Initiative (ORI).

◆ Recommendations for changing DoD policies and congressional laws gov-
erning officer management may not be implemented in the near term. How-
ever, they may be in the mid term to long term (i.e., 10 to 20 years).

◆ The potential impact of external uncontrollable factors on OPMS XXI,
such as the Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) and Base Realignment and
Closures (BRAC), will not be considered in detail by the Task Force.

◆ Current funding levels for officer professional development and manage-
ment will continue into the foreseeable future.

◆ In the near term, officer career progression will continue as an up-or-out
system and will comply with DOPMA promotion constraints for time-in-
grade (TIG), promotion opportunity and percentages, and career lengths
governing separations and retirements.

◆ Officer continuation patterns will be consistent with those of the pre-
drawdown Army of 1988 and 1989.

◆ In the future, officer compensation and benefits may vary by Army branch
or functional area, depending upon the Army’s needs.
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OPMS XXI GOALS, CHARACTERISTICS,
AND DESIGN CRITERIA

The Task Force, after surveying the current system and articulating the case for
change, formulated goals and characteristics for an officer personnel management
system for the next century. The three goals formulated by the Task Force for
evaluating and prioritizing OPMS XXI alternatives are as follows:

Better for the Nation: First and foremost, maintain national military readiness of
the Army. Effectively link the active component with the Army National Guard
and Reserve forces, sister services, and civilian agencies to share resources and
combine expertise to achieve optimum results in all types of missions.

Better for the Army: Remain uncompromising regarding the tradition of values-
based leadership while producing competent officers and highly trained, capable
units. Adhere to sensible stewardship of resources and management of Army or-
ganizations.

Better for the Officer: Afford all officers challenging and fulfilling career options
and reasonable opportunities for success. Provide each officer with the construc-
tive, realistic feedback, through regular formal and informal counseling and men-
toring, that they need to make informed career choices.

For each OPMS XXI goal defined above, the Task Force also identified character-
istics of a successful officer development system. The characteristics simultane-
ously served as OPMS XXI design criteria. Table 2-1 identifies the OPMS XXI
characteristics generated by the Task Force for each goal.

Table Chapter 2 -1. OPMS XXI Goals and Their Characteristics

� Demonstrates responsible stewardship of national resources
� Represents the diverse society it serves
� Returns quality citizens to the Nation

� Develops officers who personify enduring Army values
� Integrates the Leader Development System and OPMS
� Fosters sustained unit excellence
� Matches operating inventory to authorizations
� Promotes active component and reserve component interoperability
� Develops officers who perform effectively in a joint environment
� Develops motivated, competent, and experienced officers

� Establishes credible officer career opportunities
� Helps officers form realistic expectations of career outcomes

Better for the
Nation

Better for the
Officer

Better for the
Army
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The goals and characteristics helped the Task Force formulate officer development
action plans (ODAPs) for OPMS XXI. The goals and characteristics were also
used to make somewhat subjective evaluations of officer development options in
considering the impact of each option on national military readiness, Army organ-
izational interests, the officer corps, and individual officers. For each OPMS option
where goals appeared to be in contention with one another, the Task Force re-
solved differences by weighting (prioritizing) the importance of each option ac-
cording to its value to the Nation, to the Army, and, finally, to the officer.

MODELING AND ANALYSIS

The Task Force developed a family of models for evaluating the feasibility of op-
tions generated for OPMS XXI: a strategic, system dynamics human resources
model; exact promotion opportunity and asset utilization models; a heuristic officer
inventory projection model; discrete-event officer life-cycle simulation models; and
a cost forecasting model. See Annex C for a discussion of each model in the fam-
ily. The following criteria were used throughout the study to build officer career
fields, assess officer life-cycle functions, and evaluate the feasibility of OPMS XXI
options:

◆ Enhance the warfighting capability of the Army, as measured by (1) in-
creased branch-qualifying (BQ) time for Army majors and (2) reduced tur-
bulence (i.e., increased stability) for officers serving in the operations
career field.

◆ Provide officers with reasonable promotion and command opportunity.

◆ Balance grades and skills at the field-grade level, as measured in terms of
the following performance criteria: (1) reductions in the number of officers
needed to fill positions coded for officers in the next higher grade, (2) offi-
cer utilization and percentage of positions filled across the force, and (3)
cumulative experience at the grade of colonel and the time required to
achieve requisite experience for that grade.

CONCLUSION

Recent Army warfighting experiments have revealed a need for officers with skills,
knowledge, and attributes different from those required in the past. For the Task
Force, this meant that the Army must develop officers with appropriate profes-
sional military education, civil schooling, training, and military experience to solve
a wider range of military problems in the future. To accomplish this by the early
21st century, we recognized that the Army must begin making changes now to
how officers are trained, educated, and professionally developed. Over time, this
will ensure that the Army has an appropriate mix of generalist and specialist offi-
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cers with the with the right skills, knowledge, and attributes to solve future prob-
lems—problems that may be substantially different from today’s.
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Chapter 3

What’s Right Today?

Embracing change does not mean abandoning a core of values and pre-
cepts. We must balance our desire for continuity with our desire to be
creative.3

STARTING WITH WHAT IS RIGHT TODAY

Before embarking on any redesign initiatives, the Task Force examined the current
system to determine what features work well today and should be preserved. In
this examination, it found much about OPMS that is strong and vital. What follows
are the powerful and important features of today’s system that must be central to
any future OPMS design and that must therefore be preserved.

OPMS PURPOSE AND TASKS

The basic purpose of OPMS is to enhance the effectiveness and professionalism of
the officer corps. It encompasses all policies and procedures by which Army offi-
cers are procured, trained, developed, assigned, evaluated, promoted, and sepa-
rated from active duty. The current system is designed to accomplish four tasks:
First, procure and designate officers in the right numbers and with the right skills
to satisfy current and projected requirements. Second, develop the professional
capacities of officers through planned schooling and sequential, progressive as-
signments. Third, assign officers to meet Army requirements. Finally, separate offi-
cers in a way that will meet Army needs.4

The purpose and tasks just articulated are enduring and relatively unchanging.
They clearly define what OPMS ought to do for the Army, and the OPMS XXI
Task Force wholeheartedly endorses them. How OPMS accomplishes this purpose
and its associated missions is the issue under consideration in this report. Accord-
ingly, the Task Force focused on how the system could better accomplish them in
light of current conditions and those most likely to occur in the near future.

3 Interview with Ed Simon, President and CEO of Herman Miller, in Peter Senge’s The Fifth
Discipline, New York: Currency Doubleday, 1990, 349.

4 DA PAM 600-3, Commissioned Officer Development and Career Management, 8 June
1995.
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OFFICERSHIP

Before analyzing the current system, it is useful to review what officers do for the
Army and their unique roles and responsibilities. LTG (Ret) Frederic Brown puts it
this way:

The…commissioned officer leads the fight, deciding what is to be done
and when. He or she is concerned with the larger goals of the organiza-
tion, determining when new circumstances dictate change, in accordance
with broad conceptual direction.5

These words capture the essence of what officers do. Officers are the uniformed
leaders of the Army––at all levels. Their primary output is integrating the efforts of
soldiers in effective, collective action––both on the battlefield and off. Accord-
ingly, they serve in duty positions associated with leading people and managing the
direction, performance, and resources of organizations. Importantly, they are pro-
fessionally developed through a balanced sequence of education, training, and ex-
perience that prepares them for service at increasingly higher levels of
responsibility.6 Implicit here is the requirement to set the professional and ethical
tone in every organization they lead or belong to. They imbue the warfighting
ethos in their units, and they are the moral exemplars for their subordinates. The
Task Force identified the following as key to what officers do for the Army:

◆ Officers are experts at warfighting and the organized application of vio-
lence.

◆ Officers articulate and embody the Army ethic by their focus on warfight-
ing as the Army’s reason for being and their fostering of core Army values.

◆ Officers provide uniformed, organizational leadership in the following
ways:

➤ Provide long-term vision and planning for the Army.

➤ Establish and maintain the Army’s professional standards.

5 Harry Thie et al., Future Career Management Systems for U.S. Military Officers, Santa
Monica, CA: RAND Corporation, 1994.

6 Samuel P. Huntington, The Soldier and the State, New York: Vintage Books, 8-10.
Huntington, in describing the professional character of the officer corps, identifies expertise,
responsibility, and corporateness as its defining three key elements. According to him, an officer
is an expert with specialized knowledge and skill in the art of war and its related activities. The
essential and general character of his military service and his monopoly military skill impose on
the officer the responsibility to perform his military duties when required by society. He can no
longer be a military professional if he refuses to accept his social responsibility. Finally, officers,
as members of a profession, share a sense of unity and of being part of a special group apart from
others. This collective sense is grounded in the unique discipline, education, training, work, and
responsibilities peculiar to the military.
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➤ Assume ultimate responsibility for the organization’s actions and their
results.

➤ Maintain trained and ready units or organizations.

◆ Officers bring military expertise to the design and management of Army
and DoD systems.

While warrant officers, NCOs, and Department of the Army civilians can and often
do assume one or more of the responsibilities articulated above, they rarely carry
out all of them. Officers, on the other hand, almost universally assume all of these
responsibilities at some point. The operative words above are “organizational,”
“uniformed,” and “systems,” for uniformed, organizational leadership and direc-
tion––as well military systems expertise––fall almost wholly in the province of
commissioned officers.

Officers, then, are responsible for everything their organization does or fails to do,
and this translates either into preparing the Army to perform its operational mis-
sions today or into setting the systemic conditions in the institutional Army so that
it can successfully perform its mission tomorrow. In sum, then, if the Army’s fun-
damental purpose is to fight and win the Nation’s wars, then the officer corps’
primary purpose is to keep that Army trained and ready and then lead it to victory
when called upon.

WARFIGHTING IS THE OFFICER CORPS’ FIRST

PRIORITY

While the Army has been committed to a number of missions at the lower end of
the operational spectrum over the past several years, its core purpose remains to
fight and win the Nation’s wars. The training and development systems in place are
all designed to hone warfighting skills across the officer corps and across the force
in general. Accordingly, developmental assignment patterns and schooling gener-
ally support this end. These are great strengths of the Army that should be sus-
tained and built upon. The key issue for the future is not whether OPMS supports
building premier warfighters and operational specialists but how well it will be able
to do so in the face of current trends, the evolving strategic environment, and the
nature of future warfare.
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VALUES AND CHARACTER

An organization’s strategic purpose and core values constitute its core ideology.7

Great organizations take active steps toward suffusing their core ideology
throughout the organization. Organizational values must not only support and be
coherent with the core purpose—they must also be absolutely essential to its at-
tainment. In the strongest, most visionary, and most adaptive organizations, the
core ideology provides the strategic azimuth and guides their goals, strategy, tac-
tics, and organizational design.8 Hence, officer values and character are central to
sustaining the Army if it is to remain unsurpassed.

Fundamental to the Army’s officer system are the values it promotes and the be-
havior it expects of its officers. As a values-based organization, the Army expects
its officers to embody its institutional values and expects its officer personnel man-
agement system to set the conditions that foster ethical behavior in consonance
with the Army’s purpose and warfighting ethos. The rigors of combat demand
moral judgment and restraint in the face of extreme hardship and mortal danger.
And the Army demands leaders with the innate spirit to lead their soldiers under
fire with determination and courage, achieving success in combat.

Officers develop moral judgment and assimilate Army values only through habitual
practice, guidance, and reflection on their actions over time. Hence, if the Army
expects to have officers of character, it must invest in their development routinely
over the course of their careers. This requires the Army’s leadership to articulate
the Army’s values clearly, foster them constantly, and enforce them strictly.

All of these conditions occur today, but they still require eternal vigilance, as re-
cent events have clearly shown. Hence, any officer development system––of which
OPMS is a major part––ought to have systemic mechanisms to foster the Army
ethic. Counseling and evaluating officers regarding their ethical conduct is as im-
portant as the training and education they get. Thus, it is important to establish
formal systems to provide feedback to individual officers about their moral con-
duct and personal character development and to the Army leadership about the
general moral health of the officer corps. These feedback mechanisms are crucial
to the development of a shared set of values across the Army.

7 James C. Collins and Jerry I. Porris, Built to Last, New York: Harper Business, 1994, 73.
Collins and Porris define core values as “the organization’s essential and enduring tenets––a
small set of general guiding principles; not to be confused with specific cultural or operating
practices; not to be compromised for financial gain or short-term expediency.” They define pur-
pose as the organization’s fundamental reasons for existence beyond just making money––a per-
petual guiding star on the horizon; not to be confused with specific goals or business strategies.
While obviously written for the business world, these two concepts have clear application for the
U.S. Army.

8 Ibid.,71.
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The Army is currently rewriting its leadership manual, FM 22-100. The forthcom-
ing document proposes a set of values for the officer corps that encompasses the
old “Five Cs”—courage, candor, competence, commitment, and caring—and
evolves them into a more comprehensive and coherent value system. These values
are:

◆ Loyalty

◆ Duty

◆ Respect

◆ Selfless service9

◆ Honor

◆ Integrity

◆ Personal courage

The Task Force endorses this set of values as essential in developing the kind of
officers the U.S. Army needs, and it believes that they are enduring, if not timeless.
Officers must embody them all if they are to become the kind of officers of charac-
ter we need to lead our soldiers and represent our Nation.

WHAT OFFICERS SHOULD EXPECT OF THE ARMY

For an officer personnel system to be fully effective, it must meet not only the
needs of the Army but also those of the officers who serve that Army. Clearly the
requirements of the Army come first, but to the extent possible under this con-
straint, officers should reasonably expect the Army to provide them with seven ba-
sic conditions under which they serve over the course of a career:

◆ An environment that supports and promotes the Army ethic and the
Army’s broad, enduring values.

◆ Professional and personal development, including regular, candid feedback.

◆ The professional satisfaction of making a meaningful contribution to the
Army and the Nation.

◆ The opportunity to work in jobs that the officer and the Army value.

◆ Credible opportunities for advancement and other rewards.

9 FM 22-100, Army Leadership, author’s draft, 26 November 1996, 4-2.
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◆ Adequate compensation, recognition, and prestige for competent job per-
formance.

◆ Reasonable stability, predictability, job security, and freedom from serious
concern about the post-retirement financial future.

SUCCESS

The Task Force endorses a more traditional understanding of “success” for the
Army officer––one that focuses on professionalism, selfless service, and contribu-
tions more than it does on rank. While some might argue forcibly for measuring
success principally by the attainment of a particular rank or position, the Task
Force strongly discourages this sort of organizational ethic, for two major reasons.
First, such a standard has the potential for motivating behaviors in officers that run
counter to the Army’s core values. Among the most pernicious of these is officer
careerism, a self-serving and self-centered approach to officership that places the
officer’s interests before those of the Army and of the soldiers. Former Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff General John W. Vessey made this point very strongly
in his 1984 graduation address to the Naval War College:

…there is no room for a lack of integrity or for those who place self be-
fore duty or self before comrades or self before country. Careerism is the
one great sin, and it has no place among you.10

Second, promotion as the sole measure of an officer’s worth is surely too narrow a
definition, for it invariably results in officers perceiving themselves as failures when
they are not chosen for promotion––an event that invariably occurs to all but a few
officers sometime in their careers. Further, such a definition does not give due re-
gard to an officer’s competence or contributions to the Army and its soldiers.
Nonselection under this definition of success becomes a destructive force that cor-
rodes an officer’s sense of self-worth and motivation for long-term service to the
Nation. It implies that the officer is a “loser” and casts doubt on the officer’s future
worth to the Army. Finally, and most important, it causes officers to focus on
themselves rather than outward, on their mission and on their soldiers. Thus, given
the generally high quality of the officer corps today, the Task Force believes that it
would be a grave mistake to begin defining officers’ success solely by the rank they
wear.

Accordingly, the Task Force advocates instead that the Army and its officers
couch success predominantly in less tangible and more personal terms, such as
contributions to the profession and professional, selfless service to the Nation. A
love of soldiering and soldiers is at the heart of a full and rich career and invariably
leads to a sense of accomplishment and satisfaction that is internally generated

10 General John W. Vessey, Jr., “Graduation Address to the Naval War College Class of
1984,” Naval War College Review, Vol. 37, No. 6, November-December 1984, 17.
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rather than externally conferred. What officers are, know, and do ought to be the
focus of their careers rather than what they get.

All this having been said, the Task Force also recognizes fully that achieving career
status is directly tied to promotion under the current “up or out” DOPMA system.
Typically, promotion to lieutenant colonel ensures an officer’s reaching retirement
eligibility, obtaining career security, and accruing the significant financial compen-
sation and security that accompany that status. This is no small consideration.
Thus, the Task Force believes that promotion to lieutenant colonel is a reasonable
career goal––one that is viable and credible for the majority of competent officers
in the current force.11

In line with this discussion, the Task Force has identified three major elements of
success. They are, in order of priority:

◆ Contributions to the Army and the Nation––including the opportunity to
work in professionally challenging and rewarding positions that both the
officer and the Army value.

◆ Career and financial security.

◆ Recognition and prestige, including rank.12

The weighting and assessment of each of these elements is ultimately up to each
officer himself, for they must be measured in terms of the officer’s own expecta-
tions, his assessment of his performance, and his knowledge of the particular con-
ditions surrounding his own career. No one else is in a position to make these
particular judgments for him. Thus, what constitutes success for one officer may
not satisfy another. The Task Force notes, however, that most officers distinguish
clearly between their expectations of externally conferred career rewards––like
promotion or security––and career success. The former is only one component of
the latter, and arguably one of the lesser elements.

11 Nearly 70% of the 3,300 officers responding to the OPMS XXI Survey (see Annex G)
stated that they would like to stay in the Army beyond the minimum number of years needed for
retirement (20 years). This appears to indicate that officers are more concerned about being al-
lowed to serve than about attaining a particular rank. Achieving the rank of lieutenant colonel,
then, appears to serve more as a means to career status than an end in itself. Interestingly, 36% of
the respondents defined career success as achieving the rank of lieutenant colonel, while 29%
defined success as attaining the rank of colonel.

12 See also COL Thomas N. Sherburne’s “Senior Field Grade Officer Motivation and Profes-
sionalism Study,” done while he was a CSA Fellow at the Army War College, 13.



What’s Right Today?

3-8

COMPANY-GRADE DEVELOPMENT AND CENTRALIZED

SELECTION

Two more elements of the current system bear mentioning. First, the Task Force’s
thorough examination of the current system has led it to believe that the fundamen-
tal developmental assignment patterns and goals for company-grade officers are
about right. The types and variety of assignments articulated in DA Pamphlet 600-
3 give junior officers the developmental base and experience they need and prepare
them well to perform the functions the Army expects of them, particularly with
respect to warfighting and other operational missions. The broad base and variety
of assignments officers get under the current system prepare them well for the re-
sponsibilities they undertake as field-grade officers. The Task Force felt it particu-
larly important for all officers to be grounded in the operational force as company-
grade officers and to be certified in the basics of leadership and Army operations
through company command. Company command (or its branch equivalent) is an
absolutely indispensable developmental experience and test that all officers with
career aspirations must succeed in, no matter what their further career interests
may be.

The second feature of the current system that continues to serve the Army well is
the centralized selection board process. The officer corps generally believes that it
is a fair system that gives the Army what it asks for in the board guidance.13 Many
see it as a central tool for shaping the culture of the officer corps and as a barome-
ter of what is and is not important in officer performance, assignments, and devel-
opmental patterns. Hence, it will continue to play an invaluable role in any future
OPMS.

13 The OPMS XXI Survey clearly bears this out in a number of places. For example, 80% of
the OPMS XXI Survey respondents said that centralized selection boards pick the officers with
the best records.
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Chapter 4

The Case for Change

Today’s problems come from yesterday’s solutions.14

ASKING THE STRATEGIC QUESTIONS FIRST

Starting with a strategic approach to its examination and analysis of OPMS, the
OPMS XXI Task Force first asked what ought to be expected of an officer per-
sonnel system that is already accessing and managing the officers who will lead the
Army of 2010. First and foremost, OPMS XXI must be designed to enhance the
organizational effectiveness of the Army and, thus, its performance. Organizational
performance in the Army has two aspects. The first is continual preparedness to-
day to execute Army missions successfully across the full spectrum of operations.
The second is building the Army for the future.

Staying trained and ready today––to perform the full range of Army operations
successfully––is clearly the Army’s reason for being. Fighting and winning the Na-
tion’s wars is the most important mission and is increasingly a more complex and
difficult endeavor as the Army proceeds toward Army XXI and the Army After
Next. Further, the Army’s expertise and effectiveness in warfighting is the funda-
mental competency that underpins its credibility in performing other roles and mis-
sions in support of the National Security Strategy, such as deterrence and stability
missions.15 Thus, building an officer corps highly skilled in the wide variety of
tasks required for successful execution of combined arms operations in the joint
and multinational environment has to be the Army’s first priority. OPMS XXI
must recognize the constantly increasing complexity and difficulty of Army opera-
tions and adapt accordingly. Further, the Army must produce officers of character
who embrace and personify its values to lead its soldiers effectively under the de-
mands and hardships of combat. That, too, requires a rigorous developmental ex-
perience that OPMS XXI must not just tacitly support, but actively foster.

14 Peter M. Senge, The Fifth Discipline, Currency Doubleday: New York, 1990, 57.
15 These other functions include “preventative defense” and “deterrence.” Preventative de-

fense is a proactive approach to regional security and stability that requires the continuous com-
mitment of U.S. forces to operations in peacetime to establish conditions conducive to peace.
Ideally, operations that support preventative defense create the conditions that support peace,
making war less likely and deterrence unnecessary. They resolve budding conflict before it
breaks out and build international institutions that assist in settling disputes peacefully. These
operations provide the underpinning for security and stability around the world. See “Conver-
gence and Caution: An Analysis of the OSD Strategy for the Quadrennial Defense Review,” an
unpublished paper, 1-2.
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The second component—building the Army for the future—is equally important.
The Army is a complex system of systems providing the institutional base from
which the operational force is supported, both today and tomorrow. As such, it
requires officers able to perform essential functions that fall outside of the Army’s
warfighting role but are absolutely necessary to field an Army that can fight and
win. To be performed well, these functions require officers with substantial rele-
vant experience and expertise. Officers engaged in these functions must anticipate
the doctrinal, training, and organizational requirements of future operations and
prepare the Army to meet them. Accordingly, in addition to being grounded in the
operational Army, they must have additional specialty or technical skills that sup-
port the Army’s larger systemic needs.

The approach to OPMS just described is consistent with the emerging National
Defense Strategy, which consists of three elements: shaping the international envi-
ronment, responding to the full spectrum of crises, and preparing for the future.16

This emerging strategy suggests that the Army will need to produce officers in
broad skill groupings that can address and support each of these three elements.
That, in turn, means that the Army must have a three-part officer personnel strat-
egy. First, it must provide the kind of officers who will keep the operational force
ready to respond to any crisis––today and tomorrow. Second, it must create a
cadre of officers who lead units or organizations that contribute to the shaping of
tactical, operational, and strategic conditions. (This includes expertise on the use
of military force to create or sustain political stability, the ability to understand and
advise the civilian leadership on the political ramifications of military action, and
the capability of shaping the information environment––optimizing information as a
military political tool.) Finally, OPMS must produce officers who can prepare and
produce the Army of tomorrow by orchestrating the myriad complex systems
within the Service and across DoD and also by procuring the necessary resources
and building future Army systems.

Ultimately, creating an effective Army is about building an operational overmatch.
To build an operational overmatch requires not only a technological overmatch,
but also a skill overmatch. Most recent efforts have focused on the technological
component of operational overmatch. But recent studies indicate that it is the skill
differential between armies that plays a more fundamental role in battlefield suc-

16 “Convergence and Caution: An Analysis of the OSD Strategy for the Quadrennial Defense
Review,” an unpublished paper, 2.
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cess.17 That differential plays the essential role in determining who wins on the bat-
tlefield and how dramatic that win is.

This conclusion suggests that the Army needs to place a greater emphasis on hu-
man development––and hence officer development––in a technologically advanced
Army, because the human dimension is at the heart of organizational effectiveness–
–whether on the battlefield or in the Pentagon. Army systems depend on the skill
and heart of the soldiers who use them and the officers who integrate, synchronize,
and employ them both.

High standards of organizational performance, then, are at the center of maximiz-
ing the tools soldiers employ––whether they be operational or administrative. The
officer piece of organizational performance has two components: the development
of individual officer skills and the development of collective organizational skills
and effectiveness. Though related, they are logically distinct. To attain maximum
organizational performance from the organizations they lead, officers must be
given adequate time, education, and developmental experience as individuals to
become outstanding leaders. Given the current trends of modern warfare, this en-
tails providing officers with the requisite experience and expertise to meet all of the
Army’s complex systemic needs. It further suggests that leadership teams will need
to spend a significant amount of time together to develop their collective skills,
grow as a learning organization, and build cohesion so that the organization––as a
whole—will be more effective.18

In addition, the officer personnel management system must support the whole
range of skills required now and in the future. This analysis suggests that the Army
of the future will need world-class operational specialists who are expert at war-
fighting, capable of operating across the full spectrum of military operations, and
competent at integrating Total Army assets in joint and combined operations. It
also suggests that the Army will need world-class functional and systems

17 Stephen Biddle, “Victory Misunderstood: Skill, Technology and What the Gulf War
Really Tells Us About the Future of Conflict,” International Security, Fall 1996. Mr. Biddle ar-
gues that the synergistic interaction between a major skill differential and new technology caused
the lopsided victory achieved by the Allies over the Iraqis. Further, he suggests that the greater
the skill imbalance between opposing armies, the more new technology can magnify the advan-
tage of the Army with the greater operational skill. If this is true, he argues, then a given skill
imbalance may be more important today and in the future than in the past.

18 See Section 5, Army After Next Annual Report, “Army After Next Soldiers and Their
Units.” Majors Biever and Echevarria support this contention by arguing that the unprecedented
speed, complexity, dispersion, and lethality of future military operations will challenge the com-
bat effectiveness of AAN units much more than today. To meet the demands of the future battle-
field, AAN units will require (1) a “safety net” of psychological resilience provided by tough,
realistic training, effective leadership, and unit cohesion; (2) mature, highly experienced leaders
capable of exercising superior intuitive judgment and cognitive flexibility; and (3) a learning-
oriented organizational culture that promotes rapid, spontaneous adaptability. All of these re-
quirements suggest that officers need to spend greater amounts of time in units, both individu-
ally and collectively. They also suggest that officers in the AAN will need to do so more than
today.
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specialists able to design, build, and integrate future Army systems within the DoD
structure; procure, manage, and provide resources to build the future Army; and
provide technical or functional expertise not developed in the operational Army.
Finally, it suggests that the Army will need the right balance of both.

THE CHANGING ENVIRONMENT AND OFFICER

REQUIREMENTS

This strategic approach the Task Force took centered on improving the Army’s
organizational performance, rather than just on making the current OPMS operate
more efficiently. Improving Army operational units and the organizations that sup-
port them thus became the context in which the Task Force examined OPMS. The
first point of analysis was to determine how well OPMS currently promotes the
development of officers with the right skills and depth of experience necessary to
enhance the collective effectiveness of the organizations they lead and manage.
This analysis had three distinct pieces. First, does the current system give officers
the operational experience they need to become competent and effective field-
grade commanders? Second, does the Army develop officers who possess func-
tional area specialty expertise and experience? Third, and perhaps most important
to consider, how is individual officer experience contributing to the development
of competent, cohesive, and well-integrated leadership organizations across the
Army? It is this last dynamic that is key to producing highly effective organiza-
tions––warfighting and otherwise.

After assessing the current system under today’s conditions, the Task Force turned
to future demands that would affect how the Army develops and manages its offi-
cers. This analysis had two major components. First, the Task Force asked
whether the officer developmental patterns of today will be adequate in the future.
Second, and equally important, was whether Army XXI will require new or signifi-
cantly altered officer skills.

The section that follows summarizes what the Task Force found. It argues that
OPMS needs to change––not only to address current dynamics acting on the offi-
cer system but also to better develop officers with the right skills and depth of ex-
perience and expertise that will be needed in Army XXI. OPMS, though adequate
for today, is even now straining to meet all the demands put on it, and the future
will place additional requirements on it that it is not well designed to address.

ASSESSING TODAY’S OPMS

As the Task Force assessed OPMS, it found clear indicators that the current sys-
tem is struggling to answer the officer personnel requirements of the field force
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adequately, give officers optimal developmental experience in both their basic
branch and functional area, and provide the kind of officer leadership stability that
serves to enhance collective organizational performance. The drawdown and a va-
riety of legislative and policy changes have had both tangible and intangible effects
on the force.

The first set of indicators came from the officer corps itself. A number of surveys
conducted both inside and outside of the Army indicated increased concern among
the officer corps about the following career issues: widespread anxiety about ca-
reer security, considerable concern about attaining the right assignments to remain
competitive, a growing “zero defects” mentality across the force tied to OER infla-
tion, a lack of systematic counseling, and an extremely high OPTEMPO coupled
with declining quality-of-life compensations.19 Further, officers were increasingly
reporting having too many career requirements and not enough time to do them all
justice. High rotational turbulence was, in their view, beginning to have an adverse
affect on developing cohesive and effective units, because officers were cycling
through units and other organizations at an extremely fast pace. Finally, these sur-
veys reflected very clearly that officers increasingly believe that the “command
track” is virtually the only viable and credible path today for promotion and that
skills and experience in functional area specialties count for relatively little in ca-
reer progression. All of these concerns reflect a growing disillusionment with
OPMS and manifest themselves in declining officer commitment to the Service and
a slow but steady erosion of officer professionalism.20

In addition to these intangibles, the Task Force found tangible evidence that sup-
ported and complemented the officer opinions cited above. Analysis indicated that,
in fact, officer rotational turbulence is high (particularly in operational units). The
preponderance of promotions do indeed go to those on the “command track.”
Moreover, the functional areas are relying on floors to ensure that enough officers
are promoted with relevant specialty skills, and relatively few battalion or brigade
command selectees have any appreciable experience in their functional areas. The
requirements placed on the officer corps are increasing as time-in-grade windows
are decreasing. Finally, statistics indicate that falling off the path to battalion com-
mand virtually consigns an officer to “also ran” status and career oblivion.

When examined closely, these symptoms of problems invariably led back to three
underlying factors: disparities between officer authorizations and inventory result-
ing from the drawdown, other attendant officer authorizations changes driven by
changes in law or policy over the past decade, and chronic structure-inventory
mismatches caused by how the Army accesses officers and distributes them to the

19 OPMS XXI Survey. See also David H. McCormick, America’s Army in Transition, doc-
toral dissertation, Princeton University, 1996, 195-216. See also Betsy Gibson et al., Army Lead-
ership Survey, U.S. Army War College, 1994.

20 Ibid.
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branches. While not the source of all the concerns cited above, they are at the root
of many, if not most. Thus, it is important to look at these factors in detail.

THE IMPACT OF THE DISCREPANCY BETWEEN OFFICER

INVENTORY AND AUTHORIZATIONS

While the Army has more officers in its operational inventory than authorizations,
they are not in the right grades and skills to fit the Army’s needs. First, the Army
has more company-grade officers than it needs, even after officers in the trainees,
transients, holdees, and students (TTHS) account are considered. These excess
officers are primarily lieutenants and captains who are not yet branch-qualified.
Second, the Army is short approximately 3,500 field-grade officers to fill authori-
zations after the TTHS account is considered. The most significant shortfall is at
the rank of major, which is about 2,300 officers short of being able to fill the jobs.
This means that a significant number of lieutenants and captains are filling posi-
tions at grades higher than their serving grade. Since significant upward substitu-
tion also occurs in the field grades, the problem is compounded cumulatively as
one proceeds down through the officer ranks. Thus, many jobs across the Army
are filled by officers one grade or more below that established for the authoriza-
tion.

Further, the composition of officer authorizations has shifted in two significant
ways. First, since 1988 the TDA authorizations have grown in proportion to TOE
authorizations by approximately 2.5%. Second, there has been a like proportional
shift from the company grades to the field grades, the most significant increase be-
ing at major. The 4.7% proportional increase in TDA majors’ authorizations alone
translates into about 500 positions. These proportional shifts have occurred while
the actual number of major authorizations has remained relatively constant.

There are two main causes for the significant proportional increase in TDA au-
thorizations. The first has been a substantial increase in Joint and DoD field-grade
authorizations. The second has been a major increase of field-grade authorizations
driven by Title XI AC/RC legislation. Between them, they account for most of the
500 authorizations mentioned above. This shift has been important for several rea-
sons. First, it means that there are proportionally fewer branch jobs in relation to
the total number in the past. Second, because Joint/DoD and Title XI AC/RC jobs
are typically Personnel Priority Group (PPG) 1 or 2 priority fill, they are filled at or
near 100% and at a higher priority than traditional troop unit positions in
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FORSCOM, TRADOC, USAREUR, USARPAC, and EUSA, which are typically
PPG 3 or 4.21

This trend should be of concern because it greatly aggravates the effect of the cu-
mulative shortages described above on medium-to-low PPG units. Of the roughly
10,300 major authorizations, over 3,000 of them are PPG 1 or 2. Only about 8,050
majors are available to fill these jobs, when all officers in the TTHS account are
taken into consideration, and 3,000 of them go directly to PPG 1 and 2 jobs, leav-
ing about 5,000 officers to fill the remaining 7,300 authorizations. This means that,
on average, the remaining jobs will have an ODP fill of less than 70%.

The cumulative effect is multifold. First, it means that the MACOMs identified
above are filled with majors at anywhere between 69% and 79%. Second, it means
that divisions will see a shortage of majors. Third, the demand to keep PPG 1 and
2 units at full strength means that there will be a strong pull to move officers who
complete the minimum branch-qualifying requirement out of lower priority units to
fill higher priority Joint or AC/RC jobs. This combination significantly increases
assignment turbulence. Finally, proportionally more of the field-grade force is
committed to the TDA Army, making it harder for officers––majors in particular––
to get to troop units and stay there for more than two years. None of these effects
are good-news stories, and they argue strongly for cutting field-grade authoriza-
tions, particularly in the TDA force.

SKILL MISMATCHES BY GRADE AT THE FIELD-GRADE

LEVEL

An examination of authorizations at the skill level of detail highlights additional
issues. The distribution of officers varies significantly among combat arms (CA),
combat support (CS), and combat service support (CSS). This distribution shifts
dramatically between the company and field grades. At the company-grade level,
combat arms authorizations constitute about 54% of the total, while CS and CSS
constitute approximately 21% and 16% of the authorizations respectively. The re-
maining 9% of authorizations are branch-immaterial or functional area jobs. At the
field-grade level, the combat arms portion of authorizations drops to about 31% of
the total, while the combat support arms decline slightly to 17% and the combat
service support arms increase to about 18%. The largest jump occurs in the rela-

21 There are nine PPGs––PPG 1 being the highest priority and PPG 9 the lowest––which cor-
relate with the DA Master Priority List. PERSCOM uses the PPGs in designing the annual Offi-
cer Distribution Plan (ODP). PERSCOM also has designated many positions as “excepted,” in
that while they are assigned a PPG lower than PPG 1 or 2, they are still filled at or very near
100%. These “excepted” positions only aggravate the disproportional fill across the Army.
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tive number of functional area and branch-immaterial jobs. This portion increases
from 9% to 34% of the total authorizations.22

The numbers just discussed reflect different needs for officers at each grade. The
combat arms branches have, by far, the greatest requirements for company-grade
officers, but starting at major, their branch-related authorizations proportionally
drop off much more significantly than do the authorizations for the other two ca-
reer divisions. The opposite is generally true for the CS and CSS branches. They
have relatively fewer requirements for company-grade officers, particularly lieuten-
ants, but their requirements for field-grade officers are proportionately much
higher relative to the combat arms.

Recognizing these career division differences in requirements between the com-
pany and field grades, the Army assesses its officers to meet its requirements for
captains, filling the combat arms first. While this accession plan adequately meets
all the career division’s needs for captains, it introduces significant inventory–
authorization disparities between the three divisions at the field-grade level. These
disparities stem from the fact that the structure of authorizations in each career
division differs significantly from officer continuation patterns, which are a func-
tion of DOPMA promotion rates and the historical rate at which officers are sepa-
rated from the service over time.23 Officer inventory continuation patterns are

22 These percentages have not varied significantly over the last 15 years or so. The signifi-
cant change in between company- and field-grade authorizations is a phenomenon that has been
with the Army since the beginning of OPMS, and DOPMA has only served to reinforce the prob-
lem. Both previous OPMS studies attempted to come to grips with this issue, with varying de-
grees of success. OPMS I attempted to solve the problem by designating officers into two
specialties—an accession specialty (a branch or “INSPEC”) and a secondary, non-accession spe-
cialty (an “ADSPEC,” many of which were branches that did not have enough field-grade inven-
tory for their requirements). This approach failed for a variety of reasons, the most important
being (1) the extreme difficulty of acquiring and maintaining qualification in two branches, (2)
accession branch bias of officers, causing them to serve only minimally in their ADSPECs, and
(3) two many “unqualified” lieutenant colonels and colonels being counted against specialty pro-
motion floors. OPMS II attempted to address this problem by realigning junior officer accessions
among the branches to provide adequate populations to meet both their current and evolving mis-
sions and through the replacement of ADSPECs with “functional area specialties.” A provision
was also created for some officers to “single track” in their functional area.

23 Officer continuation rates across the branches and functional areas are relatively uniform.
Typically, the combined affects of DOPMA promotion rates, the number of year groups in a par-
ticular grade (this is driven by DOPMA promotion-point objectives), and historical officer attri-
tion patterns (both voluntary and involuntary) produce an officer inventory that forms a
pyramidal structure in each of the branches and functional areas. These officer “pyramids” in
each branch or functional area sustain roughly 4.3 majors and 2.8 lieutenant colonels for every
colonel. On the other hand, the related authorizations “pyramids” can and do look remarkably
different and vary widely across the branches. Some branches and FAs have far more officers in
a particular grade than their skill-specific authorizations warrant (typically the combat arms),
while others have too few officers to fill their authorizations. Some branches and functional ar-
eas have officer overages in one grade and shortages in another grade. Excess inventory in a
branch allows it to assign officers to functional area or branch-immaterial jobs.
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roughly the same across all the career divisions, but the structure of their authori-
zations across the grades, as described above, differs greatly.

As a result, the combat arms branches typically have many more field-grade offi-
cers than they need to fill branch positions, and the CS and CSS arms typically do
not have enough. The excess field-grade combat arms officers can serve in func-
tional area or branch-immaterial positions––and they fill the lion’s share of them—
but there is currently no mechanism for cross-leveling officers into the CS and CSS
branches to make up for their inventory shortages. This last issue has been a
chronic problem for OPMS since its inception. Historically, the three logistics
branches, along with the signal corps and military intelligence branches, have been
those most adversely affected by chronic inventory shortages caused by the com-
bined effects of branch structure, accession policies, and continuation patterns.24

The practical effect is that, starting at major, most combat arms officers serve out-
side of their branch at any given time. Fewer than half of combat arms majors serve
in branch jobs at any point, and that number increasingly declines at each succeed-
ing rank. CS and CSS officers, on the other hand, serve primarily in their branch at
major, and that trend is consistent at each succeeding rank.25

The first important point to remember is that the current dual-track system allows
the Army to absorb the tremendous reduction in requirements for combat arms of-
ficers as they are promoted from company grade to field grade. Unfortunately, the
current system has no mechanism allowing the assignment of combat arms officers
to help the other two career divisions address their shortages. Ideally, the dual-
specialty system would enable qualified combat arms officers to serve in a func-
tional area that helps alleviate CS- and CSS-related shortages, but it simply does
not do that.

The second important point to note is that almost none of the branch authorization
structures match their DOPMA-driven inventories. This results from the absence
of a balancing mechanism and the relatively undisciplined nature of changing au-
thorizations in the TDA Army. Authorizations can change dramatically from year
to year, and there is no Army-wide system of checks and balances to ensure that
the inventory can meet additional demands and control them, if necessary.26 Fur-
ther, there is no system-wide formal mechanism currently in place and
operating to ensure that the coding of jobs accurately reflects the skills actually

24 It is arguable that every one of the three OPMS studies has attempted to rectify this prob-
lem in one fashion or another. OPMS I attempted to do this through “additional specialties,”
while OPMS II attempted to ameliorate the problem slightly differently with “functional area”
designations.

25 FA 90 Multifunctional Logistics positions constitute a significant portion of these authori-
zations and for all intents and purposes have the same impact on the inventory of logistics offi-
cers as branch requirements do.

26 MG Robert Arter and LTC Richard Goldsmith, “Why Dual Specialties?” Military Review,
June 1983, 54.
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required.27 The practical result is that virtually every branch either has more or
fewer officers than it needs for branch authorizations at any given rank. Overages
must be absorbed by functional area or branch-immaterial requirements, and short-
ages go unfilled by branch officers. The effects of these imbalances within the
branches and functional areas are only worsened by the large differential between
field-grade authorizations and available inventory.

The ability to produce officer inventory at the field grades is affected by DOPMA
promotion objectives, officer propensities to remain on active duty or to separate,
and the budget. These factors all serve to limit the supply of officers available at
each grade––especially in the field grades. It is not likely that any of these con-
straints will be relaxed in the next several years; therefore, the only way to redress
this problem is to cut authorizations in a way that balances how we grow our in-
ventory against what the system demands. Hence, in addition to cutting authoriza-
tions, the Army must look closely at how it codes the force. Such a “recoding”
must ensure that the branches can produce the right number of officers with the
requisite skills for the jobs to be filled.

OFFICER DEVELOPMENT REQUIREMENTS

The dynamics described on the preceding pages have a significant impact on offi-
cer development. Theoretically, the current dual-track system should give the
Army highly skilled and experienced officers to fill all its branch, functional area,
and branch-immaterial requirements. It should give the Army officers who are ex-
perienced and skilled in branch functions related to Army operations and also
skilled in the variety of other specialties the Army requires. But a close examina-
tion of recent trends indicates that OPMS is increasingly ineffective in its ability to
do either.

The basic objective of the OPMS XXI Study was to improve the warfighting effec-
tiveness of officers and hence of the units to which they are assigned. A fundamen-
tal premise of the study was that building combat-effective battalion and brigade
commanders is the focal point of officer branch development for most branches.
Two absolutely crucial pieces in the development of effective battalion and brigade
commanders are company-level command and the critical branch-qualifying jobs in
units (Bn S3, Bn XO, Bde S3, or their functional equivalents in the CS and CSS

27 The TOE system is very disciplined, but the TDA system is not. More important, there is
no mechanism that balances the combined requirements of the TDA and TOE structures against
what the officer inventory can really provide in any given year.
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branches).28 Field commanders have told us that 18 to 24 months of experience at
each of these two levels of critical branch-qualifying (BQ) positions is preferable
and that 24 months in each would be optimal.

Current trends, however, indicate that cumulative branch-qualifying experience is
declining, and that the downward trend is greatest at the rank of major.29 This
trend has largely been a result of the large-scale reduction in operational units dur-
ing the drawdown and the resultant proportionally smaller number of billets in
units available to majors. While some officers still get significant experience in
multiple BQ jobs, more and more officers are getting only about one year of criti-
cal branch-qualifying experience in a single position.30 There are several reasons
for this decline.

First, officers have a four-year window to become branch-qualified before they are
considered in the primary zone for promotion to lieutenant colonel, about one year
less than in the late 1980s.31 The number of demands on officers, however, has
gone up, giving officers less time to do more. This shorter window makes timing
absolutely critical. Typically, successful majors today attend Command and Gen-
eral Staff College (CGSC) for a year, spend another year at division or brigade
level in another job waiting to be assigned to a critical branch-qualifying job, and
then go to a branch-qualifying job. If they do well and hit the window perfectly or
early, they are in reasonably good shape and may have the opportunity to remain
for a second year; if they are late into the window, they will be hard pressed to get
one year of branch-qualifying time before the lieutenant colonel board meets.

Second, because there are proportionately fewer critical branch-qualifying jobs
than in the past, more officers are competing for fewer jobs.32 This issue is most
crucial in the combat arms, where it is impossible to give every officer in a year

28 This report makes a distinction between branch-qualifying jobs and critical branch-
qualifying jobs. The latter is a subset of the former. DA Pamphlet 600-3 defines branch-
qualifying jobs as that spectrum of branch-related positions that qualify an officer for promotion.
There are, however, a narrower set of branch-qualifying jobs in units for majors that officers
must successfully perform to be assured promotion to lieutenant colonel and also remain competi-
tive for battalion command. These jobs are primarily found at battalion and brigade level and
include S-3, XO, and other functionally similar positions.

29 For a complete discussion of this issue, see the Precursor Study Group paper titled “Branch
Qualification for Majors–Preparation for Battalion Command” in Annex E.

30 There are exceptions to this general state of affairs. Some divisions are able to give their
officers well in excess of a year of BQ time, in many cases two years. But they are in a small
minority.

31 Actually, officers currently have a five-year time-in-grade window, but their primary zone
consideration for lieutenant colonel occurs during their fourth year as a major.

32 In USAREUR, for example, the number of maneuver battalions has decreased from 64 in
1989 to just 16 today. While other MACOMs have been hit less hard, they still have seen sig-
nificant reductions that affect their ability to rotate officers through the most important develop-
mental jobs.
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group one year of critical branch-qualifying time, let alone two.33 To give officers
two years of critical BQ time, most branches would have to reduce their popula-
tion of majors by half. Thus, resident command and staff college attendance tends
to act as a de facto screening mechanism, limiting the number of officers compet-
ing for critical branch-qualifying jobs because resident MEL 4 graduates get pref-
erential assignment to divisions, and hence key branch-qualifying jobs, before non-
resident graduates.34 Even with this de facto screening process, there is still a
queue of majors in most divisions waiting to go into battalion jobs. This queue
drives divisions to speed officers through the key jobs, the result being a norm of
one-year rotations in key branch-qualifying jobs. Only a relatively few talented or
lucky officers get more time, and those who do are typically hand-selected by their
brigade or division commanders. Thus, the assignment of an officer to a second
key billet is usually a clear vote that the officer ought to be a battalion com-
mander.35

Finally, the concurrent high demand for branch-qualified majors in PPG 1 and PPG
2 TDA positions (described above) creates a strong need to reassign officers as
soon as they are minimally branch-qualified. These high-priority-fill jobs create a
“pull effect” that serves to reinforce annual turnover in key branch-qualifying jobs
and increases officer assignment turbulence.

All of these factors jointly serve to reduce majors’ operational experience and cre-
ate high officer turnover in units as well as in other organizations, the inference
being a concomitant drop in expertise as well. There are too many majors compet-
ing for too few branch-qualifying jobs, and there are too many developmental job

33 Special Forces and Aviation are two notable exceptions to this example. Special Forces, in
particular, is easily able today to give its officers well in excess of one year of critical BQ time, a
large number getting over two years of critical BQ time. This is so because company commands
are majors’ positions.

34 This is a de facto PERSCOM policy, and most divisions openly give priority treatment to
resident MEL 4 graduates. Some division go so far as to proscribe non-resident MEL 4 graduates
from serving in critical branch-qualifying jobs. Two important notes need mentioning here.
First, given the degree of inflation in the current OER and the nature of where the MEL 4 selec-
tion cut line is drawn (at the midpoint of a year group), it is doubtful that MEL 4 selection boards
truly can identify properly which officers ought to be the contenders for battalion and higher
commands. At the very best, the distinctions are very fine among officers in the middle of a co-
hort, and it is often not clear whether there is any appreciable qualitative difference between
many of those who make the cut and many who do not. Since this is the single most important
selection officers will face in their first 15 years of service, the Army would do well to have a
more reliable metric. Second, since resident command and staff college selection is largely a
reflection of an officer’s performance in company command, usually complete by his or her
eighth year of service, one has to question whether too large a decision rides on too little of an
officer’s career at a too-early point in his or her development. Finally, given the importance of
education in Army XXI, one must question the practice of providing a demonstrably superior
resident education to only half of a year group.

35 Interviews with numerous serving brigade commanders and branch assignment officers at
PERSCOM have substantiated this trend.
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requirements in the five-year time-in-grade window. Bernard D. Rostker, a noted
personnel expert, describes this dynamic pointedly:

High billet throughput lowers the quality of tour experiences. The “dash
for the top”…has resulted in limiting opportunities for officers to fully de-
velop needed proficiencies by trying to do too much in too little time.… In
order to position top candidates for upper military leadership positions,
individuals often serve for a limited time in certain assignments to satisfy
necessary career milestones. While high billet throughput may afford
some individuals a broadened experience base, true expertise and compe-
tence can not be achieved except for only basic or elementary tasks.36

FIELD-GRADE TURBULENCE, LEADER TEAM

INTEGRITY, AND UNIT EFFECTIVENESS

Shorter branch-qualifying tours and rapid turnover in key billets do not just have
an impact on the officer’s individual development. They also have an organiza-
tional effect because they jointly contribute to a degradation in the commander’s
ability to build a cohesive, well-trained, and effective leadership team in the unit.37

While field-grade officers could ideally spend up to 14 or so months together on
average in battalion- or brigade-level staffs––even under today’s rotational sys-
tem––they do not, because officers enter and leave units at different times during
the year. Battalion commanders, for example, typically have two XOs and two S-
3s during their two-year command tour. It is not uncommon for many to have
three in one or both of these important jobs. If one of these critical majors is as-
signed to the battalion four or five months after the other, then the three field-
grade commanders have about nine months together to develop as a team. The
process of developing a new command team then begins again. When the rota-
tional pattern of company commanders and other key battalion staff officers is
taken into consideration, the assignment overlap between officers for effective
team building decreases even more.

If one then lays a typical unit’s training/operational cycle over this sort of rota-
tional pattern, the issue at stake becomes readily apparent. Most units operate on
an annual training cycle punctuated roughly once every two years with a rotation
to a Combat Training Center (CTC) or an actual operational mission.38 The result

36 Bernard D. Rostker, unpublished working paper on Management of the Officer Career
Force, 13 June 1997, 1.

37 The Task Force recognizes that a wide variety of factors contribute to a unit’s overall ef-
fectiveness and cohesion, but most of these factors are a function of training or leadership and
thus largely outside of the personnel system’s ability to control.

38 Actually, the frequency of major CTC or operational missions varies widely across major
commands and types of units. But, on average, units can expect to rotate through these missions
at least as frequently as identified above. Some divisional artillery and aviation units, for exam-
ple, have a much higher rotational frequency at the CTCs than other types of units.
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is that field-grade officers individually get about one rotation through an annual
training cycle, but as a leadership team they often get significantly less time to-
gether, and that time may be anywhere in a unit’s preparation for, execution of, or
recovery from a training or operational mission. Recent RAND Corporation analy-
sis has shown that brigade staffs typically average about six months or less to-
gether before National Training Center (NTC) rotations. About a third of the staffs
spend two months or less together before these missions.39 Battalion staff statistics
do not vary significantly.40 Clearly this analysis indicates that current staffs have
little time to develop team skill and integrity before being subjected to demanding
and stressful operational conditions.

While little research data exist indicating just how long leadership teams need to
train together before reaching proficiency, there is ample evidence that many units
are not arriving at the CTCs with the depth of collective training and skill integra-
tion they need to excel, or even perform well.41 Reports from a variety of sources
repeatedly express concern about staff officers’ ability to synchronize their efforts
in effective plans and operations. Almost always, a significant factor is staff turbu-
lence and its impact on its staff integrity, integration, and collective performance.
Thus, while this research identifies no optimal amount of time key members of bat-
talion and brigade staffs should spend together, it certainly argues against shorten-
ing of XO and S3 tours and suggests that field-grade officer tours in key positions
should be longer. It also implies a much greater need for time together in overlap-
ping tours.

FUNCTIONAL AREA EXPERIENCE IN THE “SPECIALTY

SKILLS”

The dual-track system is not producing very many officers with true dual-track ex-
pertise and experience. First, the vast majority of officers making battalion com-
mand hold FA 41 and FA 54, two skill areas that require neither formal advanced
civil schooling nor formal training. Very few officers with specialty “hard skills”

39 See Mike Hix et al., “Assignment Stability: An In-Progress Review,” annotated briefing by
the RAND Corporation, Santa Monica, CA, October 1995, 31-33.

40 ARI data confirm this thesis of limited continuity of battalion staffs. The mean time Com-
mand Groups (Cdr, XO, S3) spent together in a series of light infantry battalion rotations at the
Joint Readiness Training Center (JRTC) was about 4.6 months. See Holz et al., “Determinants of
Effective Unit Performance,” 191. Interesting to note, of the 14 task forces in their sample, three
had undergone a change of command in the last six months preceding their rotation. All three
were in their lowest performing group of their task forces.

41 A number of books, briefings, and papers document staff skill and synchronization prob-
lems at all the CTCs. Further, there is a widespread belief across the Army that tenures are hin-
dering readiness. See Robert F. Holz et al., “Determinants of Effective Unit Performance,” U.S.
Army Research Institute for the Behavioral and Social Sciences, Alexandria, VA, 1994. See also
MPRI’s study on high-performance battalions, Information Management Processes in High Per-
formance Units, 21 July 1995.
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have made recent command lists, and only a relatively small percentage of them
have spent any appreciable time (more than three years) in those functional areas.
Since a very small number of single-track functional area officers are promoted to
colonel, and since colonels are selected predominantly from former
battalion commanders, the vast majority of officers who make colonel have neither
the cumulative nor recent experience to prepare them well to step easily into senior
functional area positions and perform well. Typically, their last functional area job
was as a senior captain or junior major, some eight to 10 years before their next
functional area assignment.

ASSESSING OPMS FOR TOMORROW’S WORLD

Power Projection Force. First, as the Army becomes even more of a power pro-
jection force, it will be critically important that individual officers and their units be
prepared to deploy with very little preparatory time and perform missions across
the full operational spectrum.

Organizing Around Information. The Army has become an information-based
organization in which information dominance––both on the battlefield and in the
institutional base––is central to the Army’s success. It requires officers with a wide
variety of information-related skills to perform effectively in the next century. This
requirement argues strongly that the Army should create and sustain a viable ca-
reer field for information operations specialists who can lead the Army’s full or-
ganization around information. Further, the accelerating pace of technical
knowledge and the associated shorter shelf life of knowledge will require that offi-
cers have longer tours and more repetitive assignments to gain the deep expertise
and experience required.

Complexity and Operational Tempo on the Future Battlefield. Recent studies
highlight the need to deploy rapidly and perform well on a confusing, high-tempo
battlefield. Army After Next research confirms this thesis and strongly suggests
that even those who remain in the command track will increasingly have to become
“specialists.” Maturity, expertise, and experience will become even more important
than today on the high-technology, fast-paced, and complex battlefield of the fu-
ture. An analogous argument applies to those specialty skills that help the Army
prepare itself for and shape the new strategic and operational environment.

SIGNIFICANT FINDINGS

◆ Officer experience in key branch-qualifying jobs is declining, with the aver-
age tour in a particular job averaging about one year. While some officers
are still getting multiple branch-qualifying jobs, their numbers are declining.
Essentially, a brigade or division commander providing an officer with a
second branch-qualifying job constitutes a significant vote for that officer
to eventually become a battalion commander.
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◆ The Army is not producing deeply experienced specialists in both branch
and functional areas.

◆ The Army needs to cross-level excess combat arms officers to mitigate
shortages in CS and CSS specialties.

◆ The Army has an increasing need for specialization both in its operational
force and in its institutional force. The current system is unable to give its
officers developmental time in units to hone their operational skills, and it
discourages the development of any significant specialty experience and
expertise.

◆ Recent experience indicates that deployments require you to come as you
are—no train-up time.

◆ The increasing complexity of needed skills and the short shelf life of state-
of-the-art knowledge require more frequent assignments and longer tours.

◆ This dynamic has a significant effect on the collective performance of units,
because leader teams have little time to develop into cohesive, integrated
units. As a result, they typically find themselves continually relearning basic
collective skills rather than moving on to higher order tasks

◆ The Army has a significant grade/skill mismatch—particularly for branch-
qualified (BQ) captains and majors—that causes turbulence and has a cor-
rosive effect on unit cohesion and effectiveness.

◆ Officer continuation patterns do not match structure.

◆ The increase of must-fill jobs in TDA HQs is exacerbating the problems
identified above.

◆ The current promotion system promotes operators almost to the exclusion
of functional area specialists. Dual counting masks this problem.

◆ This examination also projected new skill requirements and systemic re-
quirements that will force OPMS to manage and develop officers differ-
ently from the way it does today.

CONCLUSIONS

The preceding findings argue for the following conclusions:

◆ Reduce the number of authorizations to a number that the inventory can
fill.
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◆ Reconcile officer authorizations with the ability of branches and functional
areas to grow their inventories––recode as necessary.

◆ Through longer and more frequent repetitive tours, reduce the number and
variety of assignment demands on individual officers to give them more
time to focus on the key skills they need to possess.

◆ Provide selected officers with more branch-qualifying time in key battalion
and brigade assignments––particularly at the rank of major––to develop
better battalion and brigade commanders.

◆ Build a sufficient pool of true “hard skill” specialists to meet the Army’s
functional area requirements and give them a viable career path.

◆ Begin to develop the information-systems-related skills the Army will need
in the 21st century by creating viable career paths for information opera-
tors.

BOTTOM LINE

All of these findings and conclusions support the creation of a career-field-based
OPMS that does the following:

◆ Develops an officer corps skill overmatch that complements and enhances
the Army’s technological overmatch.

◆ Delineates skill sets for officers so they can focus their experience and
achieve excellence.

◆ Allows for greater individual experience and leader team integrity to pro-
duce unit excellence. The Army needs outstanding officers across the full
range of skills, because they are all necessary to make complex organiza-
tion like the Army function properly––not just today, but also in the future.
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Chapter 5

OPMS XXI System Design

IMPROVING ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS

The preceding chapters conclude that in order to meet the Army’s needs into the
21st century, an officer management system must achieve the following:

◆ Reduce the number and variety of assignments an officer must fill, in order
to allow for the development of greater experience and depth of knowledge
in a specialty.

◆ Provide the opportunity for more time in key developmental positions at
the battalion and brigade level, particularly at the grade of major, in order
to develop better battalion and brigade commanders.

◆ Build a sufficient pool of skilled specialists at the field grades, in order to
meet the demands of an increasingly technological, information-oriented
Army.

The primary task of the Task Force, in keeping with the CSA’s initial guidance,
was to improve the warfighting effectiveness of the Army. This became the basic
premise, from which the Task Force began developing a concept for an officer de-
velopment system. As discussed in the previous chapter, one way an officer man-
agement system can contribute to improving the warfighting effectiveness of units
is by providing for decreased field-grade officer turbulence. Specifically, this means
longer assignment stability for battalion and brigade S3s and XOs.

It is unlikely that the number of units in the Army will increase in the foreseeable
future. Thus, from a management perspective, one of the main impacts of leaving
the S3s and XOs of units in place for two years is that fewer majors will have this
opportunity. This particularly holds true for the combat arms branches, where the
Task Force’s analysis indicated that only about half of each cohort would have the
opportunity to hold a key branch-qualifying job at the grade of major, if officers
were stabilized in these assignments for 24 months.

A significant factor that comes into play at this point is the command-centric,
“muddy boots” culture of our Army today. The propensity of promotion boards to
select officers with a warfighting background (commonly referred to as the “com-
mand track”) over those possessing functional area skills is well documented.
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Thus, if fewer officers are provided the opportunity to branch-qualify as majors,
alternative career paths are needed for those who do not. Otherwise, these officers
will have very little chance for promotion, particularly when viewed in the context
of the current Army culture. This need is most acute for combat arms officers, al-
though the CS and CSS officers are also affected to a lesser degree.

Another consideration is the increasing requirement for greater depth of knowl-
edge and experience in functional area skills as the Army increasingly relies on in-
formation-age technology and depends to a greater extent on its ability to shape
the international environment for success in achieving its strategic mission. In view
of these trends, having enough officers with functional area skills, particularly at
the senior field grades, takes on even greater importance. However, it takes time
to develop the requisite experience and expertise in the institutional Army func-
tions. Officers who would be experts in a specialty can no longer afford to spend a
considerable amount of time (e.g., three years on a divisional installation, with 24
months of branch qualification—three-fifths to three-quarters of their availability
as majors!) in units. At the same time, however, the Army can no longer afford to
deny these officers promotion and thus lose their expertise.

This creates a dilemma for the Army. In the interest of improving warfighting ef-
fectiveness, fewer officers will be able to follow the developmental and assignment
patterns that result in being selected for promotion under the current system. By
the same token, those officers who are not promoted (as a result of their develop-
mental paths and assignments in functional areas) are the ones the Army will in-
creasingly rely on in the future.

What the Army needs, therefore, is a mechanism by which officers possessing ex-
pertise in the Army’s institutional and strategic functions compete amongst them-
selves for promotion, rather than against officers with a warfighting, operational
background. Linked to this is the need to provide alternative developmental and
career paths for those who do not have the opportunity to serve as S3s and/or
XOs. These career paths should be created not only in areas that exist today, but
also in fields that are needed to execute Army Vision 2010 and the Army After
Next.

CAREER-FIELD-BASED MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

In order to achieve these objectives, the Task Force developed an officer manage-
ment system based on career fields. Under OPMS XXI, development of company-
grade officers will continue to follow the same pattern as it does today. Upon se-
lection for promotion to major, however, OPMS XXI restructures the Army Com-
petitive Category by grouping interrelated branches and functional areas into
management categories called “career fields.” Officers will compete for promotion
with other officers in the same career field. This will end the practice of “double
counting” during promotion boards, in which selected officers count against pro-
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motion floors both for their branch and for their functional area. Under the new
system, officers will satisfy only their branch or functional area requirement. Each
career field has its own distinct developmental track for officers, reflecting the
readiness requirements of the Army today and into the 21st century. Officers in all
career fields will be assigned across the Army in TOE and TDA organizations per-
forming a wide variety of jobs. A description of the recommended career fields
(CFs) follows:

1. The Operations (OP) CF provides the Army with officers qualified by
training, education, and experience in areas directly related to the employ-
ment of land forces. It is composed of officers in the Army’s 16 branches
and two functional areas, FA 39 (Psychological Operations and Civil Af-
fairs) and FA 90 (Multifunctional Logistics). Officers in this CF will retain
a functional area for the remainder of their careers, even if they never serve
in it. However, designation for a functional area indicates special aptitudes
and skills that may provide flexibility for duty assignments at some later
point. Officers designated as FA 90 officers will continue to dual-track be-
tween branch and functional area positions in a manner similar to the way
in which they are assigned today.

2. The Information Operations (IO) CF responds to the requirements of
the 21st century information age, as addressed by Army Vision 2010,
which identifies “gaining information dominance” as fundamental to all fu-
ture Army patterns of operation. The IO CF brings together related infor-
mation-related disciplines by combining existing functional areas with
several new ones. The functional areas in this CF are FA 24 (Information
Systems Engineering), FA 30 (Information Operations), FA 34 (Strategic
Intelligence), FA 40 (Space Operations), FA 46 (Public Affairs), FA 53
(Information Systems Management), and FA 57 (Simulations Operations).

3. The Institutional Support (IS) CF focuses on the increasingly technical
and complex nature of running the Army as an organization. The emphasis
of this CF is on management, planning, and programming of Army re-
sources through the near, mid, and long term by projecting requirements
and developing capabilities. The functional areas in this CF are FA 43
(Human Resource Management), FA 45 (Comptroller), FA 47 (US Mili-
tary Academy Permanent Faculty), FA 49 (Operations Research/Systems
Analysis), FA 50 (Strategy and Force Development), and FA 52 (Nuclear
Research and Operations).

4. The Operational Support (OS) CF strengthens current readiness while
building the future force through its liaison and acquisition specialties. This
CF contains FA 48 (Foreign Area Officer) and the Army Acquisition
Corps, which includes FA 51 (Research, Development and Acquisition),
some FA 53B (Systems Automation Engineering), FA 53C (Systems
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Automation Acquisition),and FA 97 (Contracting and Industrial Manage-
ment).

CAREER FIELD DESIGNATION PROCESS

Career fields will be assigned to officers through the Career Field Designation
Process. The process that the Task Force proposes will consist of the following
steps:

1. OER Input: The new OER (DA Form 67-9) requires the rater and senior
rater to recommend a career field for all Army Competitive Category cap-
tains through lieutenant colonels. When recommending career fields for
rated officers, rating officials will be advised to consider the “whole per-
son,” with factors such as demonstrated performance, undergraduate or
graduate training, technical or unique expertise, military experience or
training, in-depth understanding of a foreign culture, and so on being taken
into account. Recommended career fields will be one of several factors
taken into consideration by the Career Field Designation Board.

2. PERSCOM Announcement of Annual Career Field Designation
Board and Guidance: This announcement will provide information on
dates and required procedures, as well as guidance to the officer as he or
she deliberates on the best career field choice. This guidance is intended to
inform eligible officers of their probable chances of getting into the various
career fields by providing the following information: the number of officers
eligible for career field designation for that year; and the estimated number
of officers expected to be designated into each of the skills, within each ca-
reer field, to satisfy current and future needs. As part of the guidance,
PERSCOM will also inform the field of any unique or evolving skills or ap-
titudes being sought by the various career fields that the officer may wish
to highlight on the Officer Career Field Preference Statement.

3. Officer Career Field Preference Statement: At the required time, the of-
ficer will complete the Officer Career Field Preference Statement and for-
ward it to PERSCOM. Upon conclusion of the promotion board and
before commencement of the Career Field Designation Board, PERSCOM
will combine the preference statement with the officer’s file so the board
members will be able to assess the “whole officer.”

4. Career Field Designation Board Convened: A formal Career Field Des-
ignation Board will review the officer’s total file, including the officer’s re-
quested preference, any additional information the officer may choose to
submit, past performance, assignments, demonstrated skills/aptitudes, and
the chain of command’s input.
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5. Final Approval: The board will forward its recommendations to the Office
of the Chief of Staff for final approval.

Once a career field has been designated, crossover to another CF would occur only
under limited circumstances and on the basis of the Army’s needs.

FUNCTIONAL AREAS

To meet changing needs and to align officer management and development with
evolving Army XXI and Army After Next doctrine, OPMS XXI recommends
some additions and deletions to functional areas. New functional areas recom-
mended are FA 24 (Information Systems Engineering), FA 30 (Information Opera-
tions), FA 34 (Strategic Intelligence), FA 40 (Space Operations), FA 43 (Human
Resource Management), FA 50 (Strategy and Force Development), and FA 57
(Simulations Operations). Functional areas recommended for elimination are FA
41 (Personnel Management), which would be partially replaced by FA 43, and FA
54 (Operations and Force Development), which would be partially replaced by FA
50.

BRANCHES

Officers will be accessed into the basic branches and serve their first 10 to 12 years
learning the leadership and tactical skills associated with that branch. Officers will
continue to wear their branch insignia throughout their military service.

PROMOTIONS

The current promotion system would be replaced by one offering competition for
promotion based on career field affiliation. But Federal law guides promotion per-
centages, and centralized promotion boards will remain. At the grade of lieutenant
colonel, promotion opportunity would be similar among the four career fields.
However, unlike today, there will be greater potential for officers to be promoted
to colonel in the IO, IS, and OS career fields. This greater promotion potential
would be provided by a minor reduction in the promotion-to-colonel opportunity
of former battalion commanders.

COMMAND SELECTIONS

Only officers from the Operations CF will be considered for command selection.
While an order-of-merit list (OML) would still be compiled by a centralized com-
mand selection board, the Task Force recommends that the matching of officers to
the command billets change. Selected officers would be distributed among four
categories of command: (1) tactical, (2) training and strategic support (TSS), (3)
institutional (garrison and recruiting battalions), and (4) TRADOC systems man-
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agers (TSMs) (for colonel only). Officers may decline consideration in any or all
categories. Primary selection in one category would preclude alternate status

in another. Promotions to colonel would be floored by type of command, to ensure
that officers from each category are promoted. This is important to preserve rea-
sonable opportunity and to ensure that a pool of qualified commanders exists at the
next higher grade in each category.
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Chapter 6

OPMS XXI—A Strategic Approach to Human
Resource Management

OPMS XXI is the third major review of officer management to take place since
1971. The OPMS I and II Studies focused primarily on specific issues or perceived
problems within the framework of the existing officer management system, and
they recommended changes that improved the effectiveness of that system. In con-
trast, the OPMS XXI Task Force used the approach advocated and pioneered by
the 8th Quadrennial Review of Military Compensation (QRMC) and took a strate-
gic approach to analyzing the current OPMS. A strategic approach, rather than
concentrating on improving the near-term effectiveness of systems, is one that fo-
cuses on improving the effectiveness of the organization.42 Such an approach re-
quires a broader scope of analysis than is offered by the existing management
framework. Rather, the fundamental goals and objectives of the organization form
the basis from which a management system is derived.

As described in Chapters 1 and 2, the Task Force used as its starting point the
Army leadership’s strategic vision for the future as articulated in Army Vision
2010 and the emerging work of the Army After Next project. From these it de-
rived the roles and requirements that officers can be expected to fulfill in the fu-
ture, and then it translated them into a set of behaviors and outcomes that the
officer corps should exhibit. The next step was to design an officer development
system to achieve the desired outcomes, and finally to recommend a set of specific
policies and practices to implement the management system.

This process followed by the Task Force is the human resource manager’s equiva-
lent of the Army’s training management system, in which specific unit plans and
resource decisions are derived from a mission analysis process that begins with the
National Security Strategy, and in which each subsequent level of decision-making
is driven by determination of how to support the higher level goals and objectives.
Unlike the training management system’s quarterly training briefs, however, the
Army’s current human resource management systems have no regular, cyclic feed-
back mechanism to assess not only how well the components of the system are
functioning, but also whether the system as a whole is adequately supporting the
next higher level goals and objectives.

The Task Force believes that its most significant and important outcome is that
OPMS XXI will continue to ensure that the officer corps fulfills its role of keeping
the Army trained and ready to fight. It achieves this by adopting a strategic ap-

42 Executive Summary, 8th QRMC.
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proach to officer management system design and by continuing this strategic ap-
proach into the future. This is accomplished in the following manner:

1. Combine all systems concerned with officer development into one over-
arching Officer Development System (ODS), of which OPMS is only a
part. The ODS will encompass OPMS and also Leader Development,
Character Development, and the Officer Evaluation Reporting System, to
ensure their synchronization and integration towards achieving the Army’s
mission and vision.

2. Conduct annual reviews and updates of the ODS, called Officer Develop-
ment Updates (ODUs), for the CSA. Their purpose will be to assess not
only the effectiveness of each of the systems associated with officer devel-
opment, but also the effectiveness of the ODS as a whole in providing
competent officer leadership to the Army. This entails taking the same top-
down, strategic approach the Task Force used in designing the ODS: First,
reviewing the Army’s mission and role, as well as the part the officer corps
will play in accomplishing that mission and the officer behaviors needed to
support that role; next, reviewing whether or not the ODS is adequately
achieving those outcomes; and, finally, making policy adjustments and de-
cisions as needed to ensure that the strategic requirements of the Army as
an organization are being met.

Taking this strategic approach to human resource management allows the Army’s
senior leadership to continuously adapt officer development to the changing envi-
ronment and evolving requirements. It allows decision-making to be proactive
rather than reactive. There is no longer a need to wait until a problem arises be-
fore taking steps to correct it. By continuously reassessing the outcomes expected
from the ODS and its subsystems, leaders can address the system’s success in
meeting the desired outcomes, and can determine whether or not those outcomes
are the correct ones to achieve in view of the organizational goals and objectives.
Thus, if the Army’s expectations of officers change, the officer development sys-
tem can also be changed in order to meet the new requirements.

By the same token, even policy corrections and adjustments that are reactive in
nature, brought about in response to a particular set of circumstances, should be
addressed holistically, in the context of the Army’s organizational goals. Linear
course corrections have a tendency to magnify their effects over time. In addition,
policy changes layered over one another, while fixing current symptoms or prob-
lems, can cause outcomes to veer significantly from the originally intended course.
By viewing the effects of particular “fixes” comprehensively in the context of the
strategic, long-term objectives of the Army, deviations from the senior leadership’s
vision and intent caused by a particular policy revision can be addressed and recti-
fied.



OPMS XXI—A Strategic Approach to Human Resource Management

6-3

This strategic approach to human resource management works in two dimensions.
Vertically, a strategic approach helps align policies with the strategy and vision
that they support, ensuring that the outcomes produced by a particular policy or
practice will result in the Army’s organizational goals being achieved. Horizon-
tally, a strategic approach will help to align policies and practices across systems,
so that different areas and systems of officer development support each other and
are not working at cross-purposes.

The vehicle by which the officer development updates will be conducted is the Of-
ficer Development Action Plan (ODAP). ODAPs are the concrete plans for achiev-
ing specific objectives derived from the Army’s strategic vision. The focus of each
ODAP is a specific long-term goal or objective whose attainment is needed in or-
der to produce a particular outcome. For each of these long-term goals, there are
specific near-term objectives that must be met in order to get to the long-term
goal. And each near-term objective, in turn, has a series of associated tasks and
sub-tasks that support its achievement. During the ODU each year, the status of
each ODAP is reviewed, and its impact on each subsequent level of officer devel-
opment is assessed. The following example serves as an illustration of the concept
described above:

In order to support the Army’s vision of information dominance in the 21st cen-
tury, officers must have superior critical thinking skills and be intellectually flexi-
ble. The best way to develop cognitive skills is through education, and thus one of
the Task Force’s recommendations is to provide a resident MEL 4 education for
all field-grade officers. This recommendation becomes the basis for an ODAP with
100% resident MEL 4 attendance as its long-term goal.

To achieve this goal, several near-term objectives must be met, such as expanding
instructional facilities and increasing faculty. Each of these objectives, in turn, has
several tasks that must be accomplished before the objective can be met. In the
case of expanding instructional facilities, for example, building space must be allo-
cated, renovations must be planned, money must be appropriated and allocated,
and contracts must be awarded to perform the work.

At the annual ODU, then, the status of each of these tasks is assessed and re-
viewed. The impact of that status on the next higher level objective is also as-
sessed, and this assessment continues all the way up to the strategic vision. Thus, if
the money necessary for facility renovations has, for some reason, not been allo-
cated, the impact of that shortfall on the ability to increase instructional facilities is
evaluated. If the shortfall is enough to cause a delay in the planned expansion of
instructional facilities, then the impact on the ability to meet the long-term goal of
100% MEL 4 attendance is assessed. And if it is deemed that 100% resident MEL
4 is unattainable for a given period of time, then the effect it has on officer cogni-
tive abilities, and thus on the Army's ability to execute an information-dominant
doctrine, is assessed. At this point, the senior leadership can decide that the impact
is minimal enough to accept the delay; can decide to divert resources from other,
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less important projects to ensure that this task is accomplished; can decide to de-
velop an alternative, non-information-based doctrine; or can decide to explore al-
ternative means to impart the necessary education to the officer corps.

The most significant part of the ODU, however, is not the vertical assessment just
outlined, but the horizontal assessment across systems. Returning to the MEL 4
example, the other officer development systems are also assessed in light of the
inability to achieve the long-term goal of universal attendance. In the case of the
new OER, for example, a determination is made regarding whether non-attendance
at a resident MEL 4 is creating an artificial evaluation trend. This emerging trend
can then be analyzed in terms of promotion boards’ ability to select the best-
qualified officers for advancement in each career field and in terms of assignment
officers’ ability to match officer qualifications with job skill requirements. Appro-
priate policy changes can then be made to ensure that that the system-wide long-
term goal of increased colonel-level experience and depth of knowledge in all ca-
reer fields continues to be achieved.

OPMS XXI is driven by the future and is designed to support proactive decision-
making. Thus, ODAPs are not created simply to ensure the implementation of the
Task Force’s recommendations and the successful transition to OPMS XXI. New
ODAPs can be created at any time to address evolving requirements and the
Army’s changing strategic vision. If the senior leadership determines, for example,
that future requirements would best be served by a unified logistics corps, an ac-
tion plan can be written to implement that change, and its effects on the other as-
pects of officer management and development—and on readiness as well—can be
monitored. By the same token, if new legislation concerning military compensation
is passed, an ODAP can be put into place to take advantage of the management
flexibility it offers—perhaps by tailoring compensation differently for each career
field—to elicit particular officer behavior, all geared toward improving the organ-
izational effectiveness of the Army as a whole.

As can be seen from the above discussion, adopting a strategic approach to officer
development and human resource management is critical not only to the long-term
health and viability of OPMS XXI, but also to the Army’s ability to continue to
shape and influence events, rather than merely respond to them. Thus, the greatest
contribution of OPMS XXI is not merely an improved system for managing offi-
cers, but the establishment of a method by which officer development can be di-
rectly tied to supporting the Army’s strategic vision and organizational
effectiveness.
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Chapter 7

Task Force Recommendations

CREATING A HOLISTIC SET OF RECOMMENDATIONS

The preceding chapters have argued strongly for a set of interrelated and inte-
grated changes that address future officer development and personnel management
in a comprehensive way. In this chapter the Task Force summarizes its recommen-
dations for change. They are designed to be adopted as a set because collectively
they work to ensure that OPMS XXI is internally coherent and is synchronized and
integrated with other important initiatives affecting officer development, such as
Character Development XXI, Leader XXI, and the new OER. In some cases,
seemingly disparate recommendations complement and support each other and
thus should be jointly implemented for OPMS XXI to work effectively. Choosing
to act on one recommendation and not on another could, in some cases, actually be
counterproductive.

The Task Force has organized these recommendations into three sets of strategic
recommendations for change, with their supporting components:

◆ Create a strategic human resource management (SHRM) system.

◆ Create an Officer Development System (ODS) as part of a larger Army
Development System.

◆ Create a career-field-based management system.

In addition, the Task Force has made a number of recommendations for each life-
cycle function that complement or support the three main strategic recommenda-
tions. Further, a new life-cycle function has been proposed. The three strategic
recommendations prescribe new systems that improve upon OPMS by (1) tying
officer personnel management policy to desired systemic outcomes; (2) ensuring
that officers can develop greater experience and expertise in focused, viable career
paths while at the same time meeting Army needs; and (3) reassessing OPMS XXI
and related initiatives annually to assure they are working as designed and are
properly integrated with each other.

Strategic Recommendation 1: Adopt a Strategic Approach to
Human Resource Management

◆ Adopt a holistic, strategic human resource management (SHRM) approach
to officer development and personnel management for the 21st century, us-
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ing the 8th Quadrennial Review of Military Compensation’s conceptual
framework for human resource system design. Use the 12 ODS character-
istics as the Army’s strategic human resource system’s objectives, and link
Army SHRM evolution to DoD’s SHRM development. Ensure that the
new system meets the following design objectives:

➤ Ties SHRM objectives to strategic personnel policy options.

➤ Describes the systemic impact of policy options in a holistic way to in-
clude system tradeoffs between proposed policy options and other poli-
cies either already in place or also proposed.

➤ Tailors sets of policy options to achieve the unique desired behaviors
and organizational outcomes for the officer corps as a whole and by ca-
reer field as needed.

➤ Recognizes that policy decisions must take into consideration system-
wide effects.

➤ Assesses the system-wide impact of future policy options or changing
human resource objectives.

◆ The DCSPER serves as the Army’s proponent for strategic human re-
source management.

◆ The DCSPER adopts and refines an integrated family of models prototyped
by the OPMS XXI Task Force for assessing the impact of future officer
personnel management policy decisions on the Army as a system.

➤ Embed the 12 ODS characteristics in the Task Force’s family of models
through the SHRM system’s design criteria, decision criteria, and
measures of effectiveness and performance.

➤ Update and refine the family of models as necessary.

➤ The DCSPER, with the assistance of the appropriate agency, verifies,
validates, and accredits the family of models.

◆ The DCSPER provides the CSA an annual SHRM system assessment at
the annual Officer Development Update (ODU) using the Task Force’s
family of models.
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Strategic Recommendation 2: Create an Officer Development
System as Part of an Overarching Army Development System

◆ Institute a comprehensive Officer Development System (ODS) that encom-
passes and integrates officer leader development, character development,
evaluation, and personnel management.

◆ Institute review and feedback mechanisms to measure the status and rela-
tive health of each ODS component system and to ensure that all four
components are integrated and synchronized.

◆ Establish comparable development systems for warrant officers, noncom-
missioned officers, and Department of the Army (DA) civilians.

◆ Establish an Army Development System that integrates the officer, warrant
officer, noncommissioned officer, and DA civilian development systems
into a single, overarching system.

◆ The DCSPER serves as the Department of the Army’s proponent for the
Army Development System.

◆ Begin phased implementation of the Officer Development System in FY98,
with full implementation complete no later than FY02.

➤ ODS implementation occurs in two phases. During Phase 1, four major
activities take place and must be complete before the initiation of Phase
2. The major Phase 1 activities are: (1) recoding and restructuring offi-
cer authorizations to support OPMS XXI with TDA and TOE authori-
zations in place by FY00; (2) adjusting, reengineering, or creating AR
600-3 branch and functional area life-cycle functions, as necessary; (3)
thoroughly educating and counseling the officer corps on OPMS XXI
and its effect on their careers; and (4) designing and preparing the
FY99 Career Field Designation Boards. The CSA will decide whether
or not to make the transition into Phase 2 at the May 1998 Officer De-
velopment Update. Once initiated, Phase 2 will cover three major ac-
tivities: (1) Redesignating the officer corps over four years into OPMS
XXI specialties and career fields; (2) making the transition to the new
career field, promotion, and command selection boards; and (3) making
the transition to the new Professional Military Education (PME) system
for MEL 1 and MEL 4 education.

➤ Assign proponency for the components of ODS implementation as fol-
lows:

■ Officer Development Support System (ODSS): CSA, with the
DCSPER as the executive agent
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■ OPMS XXI: the DCSPER

■ Career field development: Career field proponents, in conjunction
with their respective subordinate branch or functional area propo-
nents

■ Officer PME: TRADOC

■ Restructuring officer authorizations for OPMS XXI: the DCSOPS

■ Recoding officer authorizations for OPMS XXI: PERSCOM

■ Educating the officer corps on OPMS XXI: the DCSPER, with
PERSCOM as the executive agent

■ Selection boards: the DCSPER, with PERSCOM as the executive
agent.

◆ Create an Officer Development Support System (ODSS) to ensure the im-
plementation of the Officer Development System.

➤ Institute a support system with the following elements:

■ Officer Development Action Plans (ODAPs) for each career field
that map significant actions to be completed, provide attendant
timelines, establish measures of effectiveness or performance for
each significant component of the plan, and identify potential condi-
tions that would require a reassessment or redesign of the ODAP.

■ Life-Cycle Master Plans (LCMPs) for each life-cycle function that
map significant actions to be completed, provide attendant time-
lines, establish measures of effectiveness or performance for each
significant component of the plan, and identify potential conditions
that would require a reassessment or redesign of the LCMP.

■ Annual Officer Development Updates (ODUs) occurring in the late
spring each year that provide the CSA with a cyclic review process
to assess the status of ODS and identify future ODS initiatives.

■ An annual Officer Survey that provides feedback to the Army’s sen-
ior leadership by assessing the effectiveness of ODS/OPMS XXI-
related initiatives in terms of the 12 ODS characteristics and related
measures of effectiveness or performance.

■ An OPMS XXI/ODS Implementation Team to plan ODUs and co-
ordinate ongoing OPMS XXI initiatives.
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■ An ODS Council of Colonels.

■ An ODS General Office Steering Committee (GOSC).

➤ Establish the ODSS and ensure that it is fully operational no later than
the first ODU.

➤ Conduct the first ODU in the spring of 1998.

Strategic Recommendation 3: Create an Officer Career-Field-Based
Management System

◆ The DCSPER develops and implements an officer career-field-based man-
agement system composed of four career fields: (1) Operations (OP CF),
(2) Operational Support (OS CF), (3) Institutional Support (IS CF), and
(4) Information Operations (IO CF). Officers will be designated into a sin-
gle career field at the grade of major and begin service in their designated
CF from that point on. Career field designation will be performed by a cen-
tralized Department of the Army board. Once designated into a career
field, officers will compete for promotion in that field only. Designation
into the Army Acquisition Corps will be the lone exception to this policy;
that process will continue under today’s rules. This career-field-based sys-
tem will be designed with the capability of uniquely tailoring the officer
life-cycle functions for each career field to best meet the Army’s needs and
accomplish the career field’s organizational functions.

➤ Operations Career Field. TRADOC is the proponent for developing
the Operations Career Field, which will be composed of all the current
branches, FA 39 (Psychological Operations and Civil Affairs), and FA
90 (Multifunctional Logistics). Under OPMS XXI the Combat Arms
composition will remain the same as today but FA 39 will join the
Combat Support Arms. This career field will comprise no less than
60% of the entire field-grade officer inventory. Further, at least 50% of
the combat arms officers selected for major will remain in the OP CF.
All centrally selected commanders except those associated with the
Army Acquisition Corps (AAC) will be chosen from this career field.
Finally, up to 20% of officers receiving Foreign Area Officer training
will remain in the OP CF to ensure that the Army has a ready pool of
operationally experienced officers to use in FAO positions in the senior
field grades.

➤ Operational Support Career Field. The U.S. Army Materiel Command
(AMC) Commanding General is the proponent for developing the Op-
erational Support Career Field, which is composed of FA 48 (Foreign
Area Officer) and the Army Acquisition Corps (AAC), consisting of FA
51 (Research, Development and Acquisition), some FA 53B (Systems
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Automation Engineering), FA53C (Systems Automation Acquisition),
and FA 97 (Contracting and Industrial Management). Concurrent with
OPMS XXI implementation, all three functional areas constituting the
AAC will be combined into a single functional area, FA 51. The current
accession policy for the AAC will remain in effect and will be the lone
exception to the proposed career field designation process.

➤ Institutional Support Career Field. The Director of the Army Staff
(DAS) is the proponent for developing the Institutional Support Career
Field. This career field is composed of four existing functional areas
and two new functional areas. The existing functional areas assigned to
this career field are FA 45 (Comptroller), FA 47 (US Military Academy
Permanent Faculty), FA 49 (Operations Research/Systems Analysis),
and FA 52 (Nuclear Research and Operations). The new functional ar-
eas in the IS CF are FA 43 (Human Resource Management) and FA 50
(Strategy and Force Development). The two new functional areas will
be fully operational no later than FY00.

➤ Information Operations Career Field. TRADOC is the proponent for
the Information Operations Career Field. The IO CF is largely com-
posed of newly created functional areas that address a wide range of in-
formation-related functions the Army will need in the 21st century. The
five new functional areas are FA 24 (Information Systems Engineer-
ing), FA 30 (Information Operations), FA 34 (Strategic Intelligence),
FA 40 (Space Operations), and FA 57 (Simulations Operations). The
existing FAs joining the IO CF are FA 46 (Public Affairs) and FA 53
(Information Systems Management).

➤ PERSCOM assumes proponency for designing and implementing a ca-
reer field designation process that most effectively places officers in the
career field for which they are best qualified and suited. This process
should, at a minimum, possess the following characteristics:

■ Career field designation should be linked to the officer’s functional
area designation and experience, manner of performance in both the
basic branch and functional area, aptitude, education, preference,
and rater and senior rater input on the OER.

■ Career field designation boards should be composed of representa-
tives of all four career fields. All members should be brigade-level
commanders or their counterparts in the OS, IS, and IO CFs. At
least 51% of the board should be serving or former brigade com-
manders from the OP CF.

◆ The DCSPER revises and rewrites, as necessary, AR 600-3 and DA Pam-
phlet 600-3 to reflect changes in OPMS brought about by instituting a
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career-field-based officer management system. Both documents should be
revised and rewritten no later than the beginning of FY99.

◆ All designated career field proponents are responsible for developing and
implementing officer development action plans for their respective career
fields. In addition, they are responsible for integrating and synchronizing
their respective ODAPs with each of the life-cycle master plans.

◆ The DCSPER examines how OPMS XXI could best complement and be
complemented by the general officer, warrant officer, noncommissioned of-
ficer, and DA civilian personnel management systems, including the
feasibility of creating career fields for these other categories of personnel
that align with the officer system.

◆ The DCSPER and TRADOC annually assess the impact of the new career-
field-based management system on company-grade development and de-
termine whether adjustments in either company- or field-grade develop-
ment are necessary.

Life-Cycle Function Recommendation 1: Structure

◆ The DCSOPS and the DCSPER jointly develop a process to support and
sustain ongoing efforts at establishing a DA-level central accounting
mechanism for all officer authorizations. This initiative should establish a
regular, disciplined process that reconciles officer authorizations by grade
and skill with officer inventory. Further, it should create a disciplined sys-
tem that regularly validates and balances TOE and TDA authorizations at
the same point in the Total Army Analysis (TAA) process. In bringing offi-
cer authorizations into alignment with inventory, two major steps should be
taken:

➤ Cut or downgrade authorizations to align the field-grade officer corps
at the grade and skill level of detail for documentation no later than
FY00.

➤ Recode field-grade officer positions, as necessary, to build healthy and
viable branches and functional areas that can be supported at each
grade by expected inventory continuation patterns under the new ca-
reer-field-based management system. All recoding should be complete
to ensure documentation no later than FY00. Under this initiative, all
FA 41 and FA 54 authorizations will be recoded. To achieve maximal
system flexibility, as many 01/02 positions as possible should be created
in the field grades, the greatest proportion being found at the grade of
O-6.
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➤ Each branch or functional area proponent will be responsible for ensur-
ing that its authorizations are aligned properly with its inventory under
OPMS XXI, thus creating healthy and viable career fields.

➤ The DCSPER will assume proponency for all 01A/02A authorizations,
and PERSCOM will serve as executive agent. Rename 01A/02A posi-
tions as “functional integrator” positions to reflect their importance in
providing officers with broadening developmental experience outside of
their branch or functional area and ensuring that the Army develops a
pool of officers capable of integrating multiple army systems or pro-
grams at the senior-field-grade and general-officer level. Identify the
most important functional integrator jobs and use them methodically to
develop those officers with the highest potential through a sequenced
developmental pattern of assignments.

Life-Cycle Function Recommendation 2: Distribute

◆ PERSCOM establishes a career-field-based officer distribution system to
meet Army skill needs, reduce unit turbulence, and promote officer profes-
sional development within OPMS XXI. To accomplish this end, OPMS will
make the transition from a “dual-track specialty” system to a “dual-track
assignment” system with the following features:

➤ In the company grades, all officers will belong to the Operations Career
Field.

➤ Upon promotion to major, approximately one-third of the promotable
cohort will be redesignated into one of the other three career fields—
Operational Support, Institutional Support, and Information Opera-
tions. No more than 50% of promotable combat arms officers will
transfer from the OP CF to the other three career fields.

➤ Once designated to a career field, field-grade officers will serve in only
two kinds of jobs––branch and functional integrator jobs if the officer
belongs to the OP CF, and functional area and functional integrator
jobs if the officer belongs to one of the other three career fields.

➤ Officers will have three-year stabilized tours as majors.

➤ OP CF majors will have the opportunity to serve two years in one or
more “key” branch-qualifying jobs at battalion or brigade level.

➤ Officers will serve repetitive tours in their designated career field.

➤ All field-grade officers should serve in functional integrator assign-
ments to gain broader experience and knowledge of the Army as a sys-
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tem of systems and to develop skill at integrating multiple, diverse sys-
tems or programs. Officers in the IO, OS, and IS CFs should be as-
signed periodically to functional integrator positions in the operational
force to gain operational experience. OP CF officers will serve
periodically in functional integrator positions in the institutional force
to bring their operational experience to Army-wide decisions. Ulti-
mately the purpose of functional integrator jobs will be to develop a
sufficient pool of officers with broad, multifunctional experience to
serve at the Army’s highest levels.

➤ The ODU will assess annually how well the career-field-based man-
agement system distributes officers in accordance with the Army’s per-
sonnel priority groups.

➤ The ODU will assess annually how well the career-field-based man-
agement system distributes women and minorities across the four ca-
reer fields and their respective branches or functional areas.

➤ The results of the ongoing U.S. Army Forces Command (FORSCOM)
AC/RC initiatives will be integrated into OPMS when they are com-
plete.

➤ The results of the ongoing Joint Duty Assignment List (JDAL) Review
and related joint officer requirements reduction initiatives will be inte-
grated into OPMS XXI when they are complete.

Life-Cycle Function Recommendation 3: Acquire

◆ TRADOC reviews pre-accession training to ensure that it meets the needs
of OPMS XXI.

➤ Examine the feasibility of building stronger ties between Cadet Com-
mand, the U.S. Military Academy (USMA), and Officer Candidate
School (OCS) to achieve greater consistency and coherency in their re-
spective military instruction, leader development, and character devel-
opment programs.

➤ Change pre-accession civilian education requirements to better align
Reserve Officers Training Corps (ROTC) scholarship students’ under-
graduate degree programs with future Army career field needs where it
is practical to do so. In particular, adopt the Army Science Board rec-
ommendations to increase the science, math, and engineering require-
ments for both USMA and ROTC scholarship cadets.

➤ Sustain today’s accession programs and policies. Specifically, retain
current capabilities for direct commission, lateral transfer, recall, and
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activation. Further, retain ROTC, OCS, and USMA as the Army’s pri-
mary accession sources with the missions to (1) provide high-quality,
professional officers who personify the Army’s standards for leader-
ship, character, and competence; (2) acquire a diverse mix of
individuals from across America; and (3) provide superior soldiers a
way to become officers.

◆ The DCSPER examines how the Army should access officers to meet the
needs of a career-field-based management system. Consider the following
and make recommendations, if any, to the CSA as part of the FY99 Officer
Development Update:

➤ Whether the process for designing officer accessions should change.

➤ Whether a career-field-based management system requires the Army to
apportion branch accessions differently from the way it does today.

➤ Whether a career-field-based management system requires a new ap-
proach to branch detailing. In particular, this examination should con-
sider whether the length of branch-detail assignments will need to
change over time and whether the Army will need to branch-detail offi-
cers for specific functional areas as well as branches.

Life-Cycle Function Recommendation 4: Develop

◆ TRADOC broadens the current life-cycle function of training to encompass
all officer training, education, and professional development and titles this
wider function “develop.” Concerned with developing the whole person,
the develop life-cycle function includes both leadership and character de-
velopment as well as training and education. The purpose of widening this
concept is to fully develop officers mentally, morally, emotionally, and
physically. The following are the key features of the develop life-cycle
function:

➤ Sustain today’s proven Mission Essential Task List (METL)-based
training philosophy epitomized by training rigor revolving around (1)
strict adherence to the “task, condition, and standard” model; (2) the
use of combat training centers to learn and practice collective combined
arms skills; and (3) the standard use of after-action reviews as an essen-
tial teaching and learning device for all units.

➤ Expand today’s well-developed, institutionalized system focused pri-
marily on training warfighting skills to include the development of
moral judgment and advanced cognitive skills revolving around analysis
and creativity.
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➤ Increase the role of self-development in producing skilled and compe-
tent officers by substantially increasing the role of distance learning
made possible by information-age technology, integrating self-
development into unit and institutional training, and increasing the
availability of intermediate developmental modules between military
education levels.

➤ Increase joint development by interweaving joint education and training
into all levels of officer development through a comprehensive joint
education and training curriculum. The goal is to make joint develop-
ment a way of life, not just a wicket to pass through. There are four
key components of a holistic approach to joint development.

■ Increase the window of opportunity for joint assignments by reduc-
ing the number of competing assignment requirements on officers
and widening the amount of time between MEL 1 and MEL 4 edu-
cation.

■ Progressively increase the requirement for joint-qualified battalion
and brigade command selectees annually.

■ Continue board guidance to reduce the number of joint-duty waiv-
ers for “the good of the service.”

■ Send former brigade commanders who are not joint-qualified to key
joint jobs.

◆ TRADOC changes the current paradigm of progressive and sequential
training and assignments to progressive, sequential, and continuous devel-
opment. The intent of this recommendation is to foster adaptive and effec-
tive organizations Army-wide. To achieve this end, the Army will need to
foster a “learning organization” environment and revise the current officer
education system.

➤ The DCSPER supports the fostering of learning organizations through
the following means:

■ Increasing leadership team integrity in units and organizations
through longer tours and greater tour overlap between key leaders.

■ Improving mission-essential experience through “continuous devel-
opment” gained by increased individual expertise acquired
before arriving in the organization, repetitive assignments in branch
or functional area jobs, and shared experience derived through live,
virtual, or constructive experience.



Task Force Recommendations

7-12

■ Develop programs to create a cooperative learning environment in
organizations through counseling and evaluation that measures
teamwork and cooperative behavior and by increasing time avail-
able to commanders to focus on team-building activities.

➤ TRADOC revises the Officer Education System as follows:

■ Combined Arms Services Staff School (CAS3). Revise CAS3 in ac-
cordance with the current “Captain PME” Plan.

■ MEL 4. Develop and implement a resident MEL 4 program consist-
ing of pre-resident instruction, entrance qualification requirements,
core instruction, career-field-related instruction, and post-resident
modules for all Army Competitive Category majors. In line with
this concept, the Command and General Staff College at Fort
Leavenworth will become the developmental center for majors and
lieutenant colonels. These expanded missions will require an in-
creased investment in classroom learning technology, an expanded
physical plant, and instructor development at Fort Leavenworth.

■ MEL 1. Develop and implement for all Army Competitive Category
colonels resident MEL 1 consisting of the current core curriculum
covering strategy and expanded study in the operational level of
war, particularly as it relates to strategy. The Army War College
will become the development center for all colonels and general of-
ficers.

■ MEL 1 and MEL 4 selection boards. PERSCOM eliminates MEL 1
and MEL 4 selection boards except for the special branches such as
the Judge Adjutant General Corps, the Chaplain Corps, and the
various Army Medical Department (AMEDD) specialties.

■ Advanced Educational Requirements System (AERS). Review the
AERS and align it with emerging Advanced Education Require-
ments Board (AERB) requirements under OPMS XXI. Provide (1)
enough advanced civil schooling (ACS) opportunities to meet the
Army’s needs for officers with career-field-related specialty skills
and (2) higher order cognitive development to prepare officers to
perform well in complex and difficult positions of high responsibil-
ity.

■ Science, Math, and Engineering (SME) requirements. Increase offi-
cer precommissioning science, math, and engineering requirements.
Tie these requirements to emerging skill needs under OPMS XXI.
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■ Distance learning and simulations. Increase investments in distance
learning and simulations to supplement and complement institu-
tional and unit training.

Life-Cycle Function Recommendation 5: Sustain

◆ The DCSPER develops and implements a career-field-based promotion
system with the following features:

➤ Officers compete against other officers from the same career field for
promotion to meet requirements.

➤ Board guidance for promotion requirements is established for each
branch and functional area, and officers can satisfy a requirement only
in one Career Management Field (CMF). Eliminate the policy of dou-
ble-counting selected officers to satisfy both branch and functional area
requirements.

➤ Skill requirements (floors) are established for the promotion of former
battalion commanders in each functional command category on the ba-
sis of requirements at the next higher echelon of command.

➤ Reduce the percentage of below-the-zone officer promotions to 5% to
7.5% of a promotion list, and limit the number of below-the-zone
considerations at each field-grade rank to one.

◆ The DCSPER establishes a command selection list (CSL), to take the place
of the command-designated position list (CDPL), with the following fea-
tures:

➤ Organize the CSL into four functional categories: Tactical (warfighting
units); Training and Strategic Support (TDA functional commands such
as TRADOC, AMC, U.S. Army Intelligence and Security Command
(INSCOM)); Institutional (garrisons and U.S. Army Recruiting Com-
mand (USAREC) commands); and TRADOC Systems Managers
(colonel level only).

➤ Continue to allow officers to choose the category in which they are
considered for selection, and to decline consideration in any of the
categories.

➤ Revise the slating process so that the selection board slates officers to
one of the categories of command, while the Officer Personnel Man-
agement Directorate (OPMD) slates to a specific unit within the cate-
gory.
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➤ Establish joint-duty floors for the selection of officers who are joint-
qualified or serving in a joint assignment at each grade of command.
Initially, these requirements should be 25% for lieutenant colonel-level
commanders and 50% for colonel-level commanders.

Life-Cycle Function Recommendation 6: Compensate

◆ The DCSPER establishes compensation as a separate and distinct life-cycle
function.

◆ Analyze and assess the effectiveness of the of the current compensation
system and methods. Pay particular attention to possibly tailoring compen-
sation separately for each career field, in order to elicit the particular officer
traits and behaviors needed to support organizational effectiveness.

Life-Cycle Function Recommendation 7: Separate

◆ The DCSPER should examine extended career lengths as part of a DoD-
wide initiative and investigate other initiatives such as vesting officers after
a specified time in service. Recommendations should be made before the
FY99 Officer Development Update.

The next chapter will address how to institutionalize OPMS XXI in an integrated,
synchronized manner, using a coordinated implementation strategy that operation-
alizes the concepts proposed above.
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Chapter 8

Implementation

Since OPMS XXI is designed as an integrated, holistic system—rather than as a
series of policy-level “fixes” to the existing management framework—a piecemeal
approach to implementation clearly will not achieve the desired outcome of institu-
tionalizing OPMS XXI. In addition, as the Task Force conducted its study, it be-
came evident that implementing OPMS XXI would be a very difficult task
requiring broad institutional changes to Army authorization structures, policies,
and procedures. Thus, the Task Force developed a comprehensive implementation
strategy and plan to ensure that the OPMS XXI decisions would be successfully
implemented. The plans focus on overcoming the Army’s institutional and cultural
resistance to change, and on educating the officer corps and stakeholders about the
OPMS XXI philosophy and future changes to officer career management and de-
velopment.

The implementation strategy consists of a two-phased plan to be implemented over
five years. Phase 1, to be implemented in FY98 and FY99, is the preparation
phase, during which the groundwork will be laid for the transition to OPMS XXI.
It will encompass those preliminary actions necessary to build the OPMS career-
field-based management system. During this phase, four major tasks will be ac-
complished:

1. The Army and the officer corps will be informed and educated about
OPMS XXI and its implications, as well about how these changes will af-
fect officers’ careers. The information plan will have the following key
elements:

◆ An officers’ guide to OPMS XXI will be published in a “frequently
asked questions” format and distributed to every officer in the Army.

◆ A chain teaching kit containing detailed information about OPMS XXI
will be published and distributed.

◆ Briefing teams will visit Army installations worldwide to present OPMS
XXI to the officer corps and provide an opportunity for officers to ask
questions.

◆ An OPMS XXI homepage will be maintained on the Internet, providing
updated information to the officer corps concerning the status of im-
plementation and the transition process.
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◆ Other information sources such as The Army Times, Soldiers’ Radio
and Television, and Stars and Stripes will be updated on a regular basis
as further decisions concerning OPMS XXI are made.

2. The DCSPER and PERSCOM will plan for and prepare to execute career-
field designation boards and promotion boards under the OPMS XXI con-
cept. PERSCOM will also reorganize as needed to manage field-grade offi-
cers by career field.

3. Branch and functional area life-cycle designs and officer development plans
will be revised to reflect the impact of a career-field-based management and
promotion system. The new functional areas recommended by the Task
Force will be created, and proponents for the new functional
areas will be established. In addition, DA PAM 600-3 and AR 600-3 will
be revised and updated to include OPMS XXI concepts.

4. The Army’s TDA and TOE authorization structures will be reviewed and
recoded. The purpose of this process is four-fold. First, the new functional
areas must be integrated into the Army documentation system in a manner
that ensuring that viable developmental paths exist for officers with these
skills. Second, the authorized positions must be reviewed to assure that
they are in the proper career management field, branch, or functional area
with the skills necessary to perform the duties in that position. Third, the
authorization structures of individual branches and functional areas need to
be aligned to best support their respective populations. Finally, officer au-
thorizations and inventories at both the grade and skill level of detail must
be aligned, in conjunction with other initiatives such as Quadrennial De-
fense Review (QDR)-directed cuts and the Officer Restructuring Initiative
(ORI). This effort is critical to the overall success of OPMS XXI, since
without such an alignment, no management system will be able to match
inventory to authorizations.

These objectives will be accomplished in the following manner:

◆ First, the DCSOPS will determine how many officer authorizations each
MACOM must eliminate as part of the QDR-directed cuts. In addition, the
DCSPER will assign authorization ceilings for each MACOM by grade to en-
sure that the Army’s aggregate authorization structure is aligned with the offi-
cer inventory allowed by DOPMA at each grade. This involves not only cutting
authorizations, but also “rolling them down”—that is, changing the documen-
tation so that the position calls for an officer of the next lower grade.

◆ Each MACOM will then execute the cuts and rolldowns, deciding which jobs
to eliminate entirely and which ones to downgrade to the next lower rank. This
process is cumulative, starting with colonel authorizations and progressing
down through all of the officer ranks. Upon completion, it will result in the
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alignment of the number of jobs and the number of officers available to fill
them, not only at the aggregate Army level, but also at each grade.

◆ At the same time, the OPMS XXI Implementation Team, together with each
branch and functional area proponent, will review and revise the Army’s exist-
ing authorization documents to integrate the new functional areas and to en-
sure that viable developmental paths exist for all officer skills. In addition, the
focus will be on ensuring that the authorized position is in the branch or func-
tional area with the skills necessary to perform the duties of that position.

◆ Finally, the results of the MACOMs’ restructuring and of the personnel propo-
nents’ recoding will be reconciled. The goal is for the authorization structure
of each branch and functional area to be as close as possible to the inventory
structure under OPMS XXI. Attaining this goal will be an iterative, give-and-
take process between the restructuring and recoding efforts. The results of this
process will be reflected in the FY00 authorization documents.

At the completion of Phase 1, the first Officer Development Update (ODU) will be
held for the CSA. Since the Army’s ability to begin the next phase requires suc-
cessful completion of Phase 1, this first ODU’s primary purpose will be to assess
the status of the preparations conducted during this phase. The ODU will therefore
serve as an in-process review for the CSA to assess the transition to the OPMS
XXI system, as well as the decision point to begin conducting career field designa-
tion boards and promotion boards in accordance with the OPMS XXI concept.
Other issues that may arise during the preparation phase concerning officer devel-
opment will also be addressed.

Phase 2 of implementation will result in the transition of officers into the career-
field-based management system of OPMS XXI. This will be accomplished over a
four-year period, from FY99 to FY02, with the following guidelines and consid-
erations:

◆ Multiple year group (YG) cohorts will be designated into an OPMS XXI ca-
reer field (CF) using the methodology finalized by PERSCOM during the
preparation phase. Two YGs will be designated during each of the transition
fiscal years.

◆ The CF designation for each YG will be timed so that those officers will have
at least two years to serve in their CFs prior to consideration by the subsequent
promotion board. This is being done to allow all officers designated into a CF
the opportunity to serve in that CF before facing an OPMS XXI promotion
board, and to ensure that selection boards have a
common frame of reference for all officers being considered for promotion in a
particular CF.
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��If the considerations above cannot be satisfied for a particular YG, that cohort
will not undergo CF designation until after it has been considered by a lieu-
tenant colonel-level command selection board twice. Once again, this is in the
interest of fairness, to ensure that all officers have the opportunity to compete
for command under the rules and concepts they “grew up” with.

The following charts outline the career field designation and promotion board
schedules for the transition years:
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The charts above highlight a few key officer cohorts. Year Groups 80 and 86 will
be the first cohorts to undergo transition in FY99. Year Group 80 will also be the
first cohort to be selected for promotion to colonel under the career-field-based
promotion system, and YG 86 will the first cohort to be selected for lieutenant
colonel under the same conditions. Year Group 89 will be the first cohort to enter
the field grades completely according to the OPMS XXI system design, being se-
lected for promotion to major and then subsequently undergoing career field des-
ignation in FY99.

The revised field-grade Professional Military Education will be the final part of
OPMS XXI system redesign to be put in place. The recommendations concerning
MEL 4 and MEL 1 will be phased in by FY04.

As stated in Chapter 6, the implementation of the OPMS XXI concepts and rec-
ommendations will be managed and monitored using Officer Development Action
Plans (ODAPs). As the CSA formally approves the OPMS XXI recommendations,
an ODAP will be initiated to implement and manage each OPMS XXI program,
including the establishment of the four career fields and the new functional areas,
as well as for each of the life-cycle functions.

ODAPs will address long-term goals and the near-term objectives required to
achieve the goals, and will identify the specific tasks to be accomplished. Using the
“task-conditions-standards” format, responsible agencies will be identified and
formally tasked, completion deadlines will be assigned, resources will be allocated,
and desired outcomes will be clearly articulated.

These ODAPs will be periodically reviewed and assessed to ensure that they re-
main on course with their near-term objectives and long-term strategies. As the
National Security Strategy changes, technology continues to evolve, and military
doctrine and requirements change accordingly, OPMS XXI will respond in turn,
adjusting the ODAPs or initiating new ones as necessary.

To synchronize, coordinate, and oversee the implementation of OPMS XXI, the
Task Force will make the transition to an Implementation Team comprising both
original OPMS XXI Task Force members and newly assigned officers. The Im-
plementation Team will be responsible for those high-level staff and administrative
actions necessary to formally document and put into operation the CSA’s decisions
concerning OPMS XXI. These actions will include activities such as ensuring that
all of the implementation tasks outlined above are successfully carried out, publish-
ing and distributing the Task Force’s final report, and conducting the first ODU in
May 1998.

Following the first ODU, the Implementation Team will make the transition into
ODCSPER, where it will become the Office of Strategic Management (OSM),
charged with continuing the work of the OPMS XXI Task Force and Implementa-
tion Team. This will include not only implementation, but also assessing OPMS
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XXI from the holistic and strategic perspectives discussed in Chapter 6. The OSM,
then, will oversee the overall integrated implementation mechanism for OPMS
XXI, called the Officer Development Support System, which consists of the fol-
lowing components:

◆ The Officer Development Action Plans (ODAPs).

◆ The annual Officer Development Update (ODU).

◆ The Officer Development System (ODS), which includes the Officer Manage-
ment, Leader Development, Character Development, and Officer Evaluation
systems.

As the responsible agency for all of the above, the OSM will serve as the focal
point for integrated strategic human resource management activities in the Army.
Its efforts will be directed primarily toward long-range, strategic issues and plan-
ning, rather than toward day-to-day personnel management activities. It will pro-
vide the link between the Army’s warfighting doctrine and projects such as Force
XXI and AAN, and officer development.

As the Army evolves and the concept of taking a strategic approach to officer de-
velopment matures and is institutionalized, the OSM will take the same approach
to warrant officer, enlisted, and civilian development systems as well. This, in turn,
opens the way for combining all of these personnel systems into an overarching
Army Development System (ADS), with commissioned officer, warrant officer,
enlisted, and civilian development all considered together to increase each other’s
and the Army’s organizational effectiveness.
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Chapter 9

Conclusion—Implications for the Future

This report should end where it began—looking toward the future. No system that
concentrates solely on fixing today’s problems can long endure. The vision of the
OPMS XXI Study from the very beginning has been to develop an officer corps to
meet the challenges of the 21st century. Throughout the study, the Task Force has
always stayed focused on the concept that winning the Nation’s wars is the Army’s
reason for existence, and changes to the Officer Personnel Management System
must thus improve the Army’s warfighting capability. In addition, the reshaping of
OPMS was done with the vision of producing competent officers of character,
leading the finest Army in the world, and selflessly serving the Nation’s interest
always at the forefront.

The Officer Personnel Management System is just one of many systems making up
the Army. What the OPMS XXI Task Force discovered very early was that these
systems interact very much like an ecosystem, with the outcomes from one portion
of the system affecting the operation of numerous other areas. It became clear that
OPMS must take a holistic, strategic approach to planning and problem solving.
The goal of OPMS XXI is not just producing better officers, but better organiza-
tions. Thus it is the goals and missions of organizations that form the system’s ba-
sis. This places the system in a state of dynamic tension that constantly balances
the needs of the officer and the needs of the organizations. It also means that some
aspects must be consciously sub-optimized in order to optimize the overall system.
For example, the learning curve of a battalion S-3 is greatest during his or her first
year and then begins to level out. From a purely officer development perspective,
one could conclude that one year as an S-3 is about right. From a unit perspective,
however, that same S-3 would be far more effective during his or her second and
third years in the job because he or she is now much more competent in the job.
From an organizational viewpoint, then, it would be better for the S-3 to stay per-
haps three years or longer in the job. The right answer for the Army is a sub-
optimization of both individual officer development and unit effectiveness, in order
to balance both in such a manner as to benefit the Army in the long run. Ulti-
mately, this means that the S-3 should probably stay about two years. The key is to
make the personnel decision not in the tactical sense of what is best for the officer,
but from the strategic perspective of what is best for the Army as a whole.

As stated at the outset of this report, the focus of OPMS XXI is the future, not the
present. OPMS XXI is designed to be an integrated, comprehensive system that
provides a direct link between the Army’s primary mission of fighting and winning
the Nation’s wars and the officer management and development policies that ulti-
mately support the Army's organizational goals and objectives in carrying out this
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mission. As such, OPMS XXI is analogous to the Army’s training management
system, in which all resourcing and policy decisions are derived from and ulti-
mately support the warfighting mission, goals, and objectives.

This is the essence is of a strategic approach to human resource management—
thinking in terms of direction instead of problem solving. What good does it do to
solve a problem if the Army is not better off as a result? The only way to know
whether or not the Army as a whole will benefit is to have a clear vision, a set of
goals and objectives, and a plan of action to get there. In that way each problem
can be viewed as a part of the whole and not a separate entity. It is then possible to
begin to work on particular action plans that not only address today’s problems but
also drive solutions in the direction the Army wants to go.

If history has taught us one thing, it is that the world of tomorrow will be different
from the world of today, and any system appropriate for today’s conditions may
not be able to meet the challenges of the future. Therefore, the cyclic review proc-
ess embedded in OPMS XXI is essential to its success. It is only by continuously
assessing the effectiveness of the policies and practices in meeting evolving needs
that OPMS XXI will be able to support the Army’s warfighting mission, especially
a continuously changing world.

Within this framework, the OPMS XXI Task Force began its work by clearly ar-
ticulating a vision of what roles officers will be expected to fulfill in the Army, and
what skills, knowledge, and attributes officers of tomorrow must possess in order
to fulfill their mission. It is to be expected that in some respects the officer of to-
morrow will not be the same as the officer of today. However, there are some en-
during, timeless values and characteristics that the Nation and the Army will
always expect officers to embody.

With a clear vision of the officer corps of the future, the Task Force was then able
to design a set of management and development policies and practices to achieve
the desired vision. In the course of doing so, many of the issues confronting officer
development and management today were also addressed.

Several elements of OPMS XXI serve this two-fold purpose. First and foremost is
the revised promotion methodology, which will eliminate the current practice of
dual-counting officers selected for promotion against both branch and functional
area requirements. In addition to recognizing the Army’s growing reliance in the
future on specialists with increased knowledge and experience, this change will go
a long way towards easing the misalignment between officer inventory and Army
requirements for officers holding a particular branch or functional area.

Ultimately, however, no officer management system in will be able to meet all of
the Army’s requirements for officers if those requirements exceed the officer in-
ventory allowed by law. Therefore, the OPMS XXI initiative to align
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authorizations with inventory at both the grade and the skill level of detail is also a
crucial step in ensuring the viability of OPMS XXI into the future.

If projections about the nature of future operations hold true, officers will need to
be more intellectually flexible and capable than ever before. In order to prepare
officers for this, the Professional Military Education system must evolve to better
serve the educational needs of the officer corps. The universal resident MEL 1 and
MEL 4 recommendations, besides better preparing the officer corps for future op-
erations, will also serve to eliminate the “haves” and “have-nots” dichotomy plagu-
ing today’s OPMS.

Finally, regardless of how well any system meets the Army’s needs, no matter how
well designed it is, no matter how well it articulates a vision for the organization’s
future, it will not achieve those ends if it is not implemented. There must be a plan
to institutionalize the vision, a practical method for putting into operation the con-
cepts and accomplishing the tasks required to reach the goals and objectives de-
termined at the outset. And so OPMS XXI, although it began by looking toward
the future, will succeed in improving the warfighting effectiveness of Army units
and institutionalizing its vision for developing an officer corps for the 21st century
only if positive steps are taken in that direction today.
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Glossary

Active Component/Reserve Component (AC/RC)—Active component officers
working in reserve component units as trainers and evaluators. Most commonly
used for those positions, which must be filled under either Title VII or Title XI.

Additional Skill Identifier (ASI)—Identifies specialized skill(s) that may require
significant education, training, and experience. A skill can be related to more than
one branch or functional area. Any authorized position may require up to two
ASIs in the documentation. Each officer may have up to six skills recorded in the
Officer Record Brief (ORB). Progressive assignments and repetitive tours are not
required, except for 4M/Z, Acquisition Manager. (Modified from DA PAM 600-
3, 8 June 1995)

Area of Concentration (AOC)—A subset or subdivision of either a branch or
functional area. Each authorization within the Army is coded with the branch or
functional area and the appropriate AOC. An officer generally earns AOCs
through schooling, training, and/or assignment history and may maintain up to
five in the ORB. Identifies a requirement and an officer possessing a requisite area
of expertise (subdivision) within a branch or functional area. An officer may pos-
sess and serve in more than one area of concentration. (Modified from DA PAM
600-3, 8 June 1995; AR 310-25, 21 May 1986; validated w/Internet)

Army Acquisition Corps (AAC)—A dedicated corps of acquisition specialists.
Complies with Public Law 99-145, the National Defense Authorization Act of
1991, and Public Law 101-50: The Defense Acquisition Workforce Improvement
Act (DAWIA).

Army Competitive Category (ACC)—Under OPMS, all officers 2LT through
COL who are either in one of the 16 basic branches or single-tracked in one of the
functional areas, including the Army Acquisition Corps.

Army Development System (ADS)—A holistic system concept combining offi-
cer, warrant officer, soldier, and civilian development systems. Each system is
composed of character development, performance evaluation, leader develop-
ment, and personnel management subsystems. (OPMS XXI TF)

Army Life-Cycle Functions—A set of functions within the Army’s strategic
human resource management system through which an individual or cohort pro-
gresses from accession to separation, and the dynamics involved in that progress.
The OPMS XXI life-cycle functions (LCF) are: Structure, Acquire, Distribute,
Develop, Sustain, Compensate, Separate. (OPMS XXI TF)
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Asset Utilization Model (AUM)—An optimization model that develops a pro-
jected ODP at the aggregated level of two-digit skill, rank, and Army priority. It
does not consider the stabilized population of officers, or AOCs, nor does it de-
velop MACOM levels of fill.

Attributes—One of three elements of character in the Army leadership model.
Attributes are the pre-dispositional part of the leader that determine, to a large
degree, parameters that are more or less permanent (or long-standing), yet can be
developed over time through correct and habitual practices. Attributes are divided
into three groups: mental, physical, and emotional. (FM 22-100, April 1997)

Below-the-Zone (BZ)—Officers selected for promotion one year prior to their
primary selection board are considered below-the-zone. IAW 10 U.S.C., no more
than 10% of those selected may be BZ selects without waiver. Under OPMS
XXI, the percentage is modified between 5% and 7.5%. There is opportunity for
one below-the-zone selection at each field grade rank for a total of three for any
one officer. (OPMS XXI TF)

Bench—An inventory of officers initially selected for MAJ and designated into a
career field with a common base of experience established during the company-
grade years. This inventory is built of qualified officers prepared for the next level
of responsibility and/or promotion on the basis of specific assignment experience,
skill, specialized training, or education. This inventory supports the fill of re-
quirements within a current grade or the next higher up through COL. (OPMS
XXI TF)

Branch—A grouping of officers that comprises an arm or service of the Army in
which an officer is commissioned, transferred, trained, developed, and promoted.
Most ACC officers hold a single branch designation and may serve repetitive and
progressive assignments associated with that branch. (DA PAM 600-3, 8 June
1995; AR 310-25, 21 May 1986; validated w/Internet). Officers may request a
branch transfer at any time in their careers. Special Forces is a unique branch,
since officers are not commissioned in it but must volunteer for and successfully
complete rigorous additional training prior to entering the branch.

Branch-Immaterial Position—This term is a functional integrator under OPMS
XXI/ODS, a duty position not identified with or limited to one specific branch of
the Army; a position that any commissioned officer may fill. It is coded as “01A.”
(DA PAM 600-3, 8 June 1995; AR 310-25, 21 May 1986; OPMS XXI TF)

Branch Qualification (BQ)—AR 600-3 outlines for each branch and rank what
qualifies an officer for the next grade within that branch. Certain jobs within each
branch are considered branch-qualifying jobs, starting at the rank of CPT. Officers
must hold these jobs for a specified minimum period (currently 12 months) in or-
der to be considered branch-qualified within their respective branches. Under
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OPMS XXI/ODS, branch-qualifying jobs are in the Operations Career Field.
(OPMS XXI TF)

Branch-Qualified (BQ) Officer—An officer possessing the following qualifica-
tions: (1) is technically qualified for a variety, but not necessarily all of the as-
signments in his branch; (2) is physically qualified to meet the demands of many,
but not necessarily all, assignments normally expected of officers of his grade and
branch; (3) has demonstrated either the ability or the potential to command at an
echelon appropriate to his present grade, with the indicated ability to command at
the next higher echelon (if a specialist, has demonstrated in his specialty the ability
or potential to perform at the next higher echelon); (4) possesses an ability to
work for and/or with others; (5) evidences a desire for or has exhibited self-
improvement; (6) has the ability to lead; (7) and has successfully completed, or
has had sufficient branch assignments to receive equivalent credit for, branch
schools commensurate with grade and years of service. (AR 310-25, 21 May
1986; validated w/Internet)

(ODS) Campaign Plan—A plan that articulates the Chief of Staff, Army’s intent
and concept for the future Officer Personnel Management System (OPMS XXI),
which will ultimately become the Officer Development System (ODS). This plan
is built and executed on a set of structured, integrated, and synchronized taskings.
It is a hierarchical pyramid supported by the four career field Officer Develop-
ment Action Plans (ODAPs), which are in turn supported by a foundation of mas-
ter plans developed around the life-cycle functions (LCF). It is annually updated.
(OPMS XXI TF)

Career Field—A grouping of interrelated branches and functional areas into
management categories. (CFDB instructions; OPMS XXI TF)

Career-Field-Based Management System—A field-grade officer management
system of interrelated branches and functional areas with an inventory assigned,
developed, and promoted within the designated career field. Initial designation
occurs after selection to MAJ and is announced concurrently with the MAJs list.
Officers would compete for promotion to LTC and COL (to requirements) only
against other officers in the same career field or in the same functional area within
that career field.

Career Field Designation Board (CFDB)—A Department of the Army central-
ized advisory board that selects the best qualified officers for the appropriate ca-
reer fields to serve their field-grade years of service. Board results are approved
by the Chief of Staff of the Army. This board is conducted after the MAJs board,
with the results published together.

Career Field Designation Process (CFDP)—A process whereby officers are
designated into one of four career fields using weighted factors through a central-
ized board selection. The officer’s preference statement has significant weight,
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with other factors such as aptitude, qualifications, experience, education and
training, and rater and senior rater recommendations contributing to the designa-
tion decision,. The process begins with functional area designation in the fifth year
of service and culminates with a career field designation board after the MAJs
board. The process ensures distribution of quality across the officer corps.
(OPMS XXI TF)

Career Field Preference Statement—A statement indicating the individual offi-
cer’s choice or preference regarding the career field in which the officer will serve
his or her field-grade years of service. It is a significant factor considered during
the career field designation process and board.

Career Focus—Synonymous with “specialization.” Depth and breadth of experi-
ence and expertise in a particular operational branch or specialist functional area.
(OPMS XXI TF)

(ODS) Characteristics—Twelve broad, enduring characteristics that encompass
the derived outcomes for the Officer Development System (ODS) of the 21st cen-
tury. (OPMS XXI TF)

Cohort—A term usually used to refer to a group of officers who entered active
duty in the same fiscal year.

Combat Arms Immaterial Position—This term is obsolete under OPMS
XXI/ODS and is replaced by “functional integrator position.” The previous defini-
tion, under OPMS II, was: an authorized position that is not identified with one
specific branch of the Army but is limited to officers of the Infantry, Armor, Field
Artillery, Air Defense Artillery, Aviation, Engineer, or Special Forces branches.
The position possesses a code of “02A.” (DA PAM 600-3, 8 June 1995; AR 310-
25, 21 May 1986)

Command Designated Position List (CDPL)—This term is obsolete under
OPMS XXI/ODS and is replaced by “command selection list” (CSL) and a new
approach. The previous definition, under OPMS II, was: a listing of all the battal-
ion and brigade command positions or equivalents that are centrally board-
selected in both TOE and TDA.

Command Opportunity—The opportunity (represented by a percentage) for an
officer to be selected for command within a grouping of officers.

Command Selection List (CSL)—Under OPMS XXI, a functionally categorized
list of commands and command equivalent positions in the Operations Career
Field (OP CF). The list is organized in four categories: Tactical (including AC/RC
battalions), Training and Strategic Support, Institutional (garrison and USAREC
battalions and brigades), and TRADOC System Manager (TSM). Selection is
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determined by a centralized board process. The selection board slates to a cate-
gory, while PERCOM slates to the unit. (OPMS XXI TF)

Continuation Rate—The percentage of officers expected to remain on active
duty in a given FY. Calculated by comparing officers on active duty at the begin-
ning of a FY with those on active duty at the conclusion of the same FY or longer
period of interest. Those remaining each count as one continuation for their
branch, functional area, rank, year of service, and any other attribute of interest.
The continuation rate is the number of continuations divided by the initial inven-
tory.

Critical Branch-Qualifying (BQ) Positions—Those positions at the rank of
MAJ generally recognized by a promotion board as difficult and challenging, and
therefore key to an officer’s development. Successful completion of a tour in one
of these positions sets an officer above his/her contemporaries when officers are
considered for advancement or choice assignment. These positions are a subset of
all branch-qualifying (BQ) positions.

Crossover—A transfer out of the Operations Career Field to one of the specialist
career fields after the initial designation following selection for MAJ. It can occur
at any time to support Army needs. Army requirements, or officer qualifications
at the rank of LTC or COL. This is a personnel action modeled after the current
branch transfer procedures.

Defense Officer Personnel Management Act (DOPMA)—Provides for a single
active duty promotion system for all officers (RA and other than RA), thus elimi-
nating the previous dual (AUS/RA or AUS/USAR) system of promotions. The
intent is for promotions to be made with fairly uniform promotion timing and op-
portunity goals, as vacancies occur. It also determines allowable inventory by
grade.

Distance Learning—The delivery of standardized individual, collective, and self-
development training to soldiers and units at the right place and right time
through the application of multiple means and technologies. (The Army Distance
Learning Plan, April 1996)

Dual Track (under OPMS II)—Describes an officer who is developed and
serves in branch and functional area skills during the period of his/her career from
the functional area designation until leaving the service. The officer serves in as-
signments of increasing responsibility in both of these skills. All officers were oc-
casionally assigned to branch-immaterial or combat-arms-immaterial (as
appropriate) positions as required to satisfy the needs of the Army.

Dual-Track Assignment (under OPMS XXI)—Under OPMS XXI, an ar-
rangement under which an officer in the Operations Career Field serves in either
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branch or functional integrator positions, or an officer in one of the specialty ca-
reer fields serves in a functional area or functional integrator position.

Functional Area (FA)—A grouping of officers (by career field other than service
or branch) possessing interrelated groupings of tasks, skills, knowledge, and at-
tributes that usually require significant education, training, and experience. Offi-
cers serve repetitive and progressive assignments within a functional area.
Development, training, and education for a functional area may influence selection
to a particular career field that includes that functional area after selection for
MAJ. An officer may not hold more than one functional area at a time. (Section
II, DA PAM 600-3, 8 June 1995, validated w/Internet, and OPMS XXI TF)

Functional Area Designation (FAD)—The process used by the Officer Person-
nel Management Directorate (OPMD), PERSCOM, to designate officers to a
functional area during their fifth year of service. The process begins with submis-
sion of a preference statement with the officer’s choices prioritized. The designa-
tion process at PERSCOM considers the following: academic degrees, disciplines,
undergraduate and graduate transcripts, language proficiencies, related
job/assignment experiences, and the Army’s future needs. (Para 3-5f, DA PAM
600-3, 8 June 1995, and OPMS XXI TF)

Functional Integrator Positions—Positions not related to a branch or to a func-
tional area that are designated 01/02 authorizations. In these positions, officers
gain broadening developmental experience outside of their branch or functional
areas. These positions require the skills, knowledge, and attributes common to all
Army officers and are critical Army functions such as training, education, and
AC/RC programs.

High-Potential Officers (HPO)—Officers selected for repetitive branch-
qualifying positions and other positions of greater responsibility for future troop
leading and leadership assignments. Positions that produce HPO are included in
BQ jobs but are those selected positions considered most important for that
branch (critical BQ).

Immaterial Positions—This term is obsolete under OPMS XXI and is replaced
by “functional integrator positions.” It is a collective term used to refer to either a
branch-immaterial or combat arms immaterial position. A branch-immaterial posi-
tion may be filled by any officer, while combat arms immaterial positions should
be filled by Infantry, Armor, Field Artillery, Air Defense Artillery, Aviation, Spe-
cial Forces, or Engineer officers.

Implementation Plan—An overarching plan that synchronizes all the ODS com-
ponents and related supporting action plans on a timeline through the POM years
and beyond. It is a two-phased plan. (OPMS XXI TF)
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Information Operations Career Field (IO CF)—Information Operations pro-
motes information dominance and contributes to the emerging strategic informa-
tion operations missions. It is the management and employment of information to
accomplish Army Vision 2010 Patterns of Operations—including information
dominance and shaping the battlespace—as well as core processes such as infor-
mation management within operational and institutional requirements. Contains
functional areas FA24, Information Systems Engineering; FA30, Information Op-
erations; FA34, Strategic Intelligence; FA40, Space Operations; FA46, Public Af-
fairs; FA53, Information Systems Management; and FA57, Simulations
Operations. (OPMS XXI TF)

Institutional Support Career Field (IS CF)—Institutional Support promotes,
defends, secures, manages, and supports Army programs, resources, and require-
ments for DoD and Congress, while managing and operating the institutions of
the Army. The career field is composed of functional areas FA43, Human Re-
source Management; FA45, Comptroller; FA47, US Military Academy Permanent
Faculty; FA49, Operations Research/Systems Analysis; FA50, Strategy and Force
Development; and FA52, Nuclear Research and Operations. (OPMS XXI TF)

Key Functional Integrator Jobs—A select number of critical jobs integrating
systems and programs that influence decisions and have an impact on events
within the Army, JCS, and OSD. These jobs are coded as key functional integra-
tor positions designed to develop officers able to manage complex systems and
programs across the Army. (OPMS XXI TF)

Leader Development Action Plan (LDAP)—A plan for developing leadership
skills that consists of an issue or issues with a distinct completion date. (DA PAM
600-3, 8 June 1995)

Leader Development Office (LDO)—The operating agency of the Leader De-
velopment Support System. It provides a systematic means of monitoring all
leader development issues from concept through completion and accommodates
the effects of change on leader development. (DA PAM 600-3, 8 June 1995)

Leader Development Support System (LDSS)—A support system that con-
tributes to the sustainment of future Army leader development while ensuring that
issues are integrated and resolved at the appropriate levels. The system assesses,
develops, coordinates, and prepares leader development actions for decision and
implementation. (DA PAM 600-3, 8 June 1995)

Learning Organization—An organization in which there is continuous testing of
experience and the transformation of that experience into performance and sup-
porting skills/knowledge. This learning is accessible to the whole organization and
is relevant to its core purpose. (Official definition from TRADOC)
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Learning Organization (continued)—A committed, resilient organization that
fosters strong bonds, mutual trust, and respect between its members; an organiza-
tion that can quickly adapt to changing opportunities by encouraging creativity
and innovation through an open, free flow of information and by employing the
diverse individual talents of members and leaders while maintaining a clear sense
of purpose, discipline, and mission. It is recognized by growth derived from posi-
tive command climate, honest evaluation, straightforward counseling, and selfless
service. (Ltr 25 March 1994, GEN Sullivan, CSA; OPMS XXI TF)

Life-Cycle Master Plans—These plans are built on the Army life-cycle functions
(Structure, Acquire, Distribute, Develop, Sustain, Compensate, and Separate).
The plans provide guidance for specific programs either at a point in time or over
time to change to accommodate the strategic environment. Each life-cycle func-
tion has a responsible proponent. The integration and synchronization of the mas-
ter plans is executed by the Officer Development Office (ODO) and reviewed and
updated annually. (OPMS XXI TF)

ODS Review Process—An annual decision brief to the Army’s senior leaders and
the CSA on the current status and direction of ODS and the ODAPs, initiatives,
and master plans. It is coordinated by the Director, ODO. (OPMS XXI TF)

Officer Characteristics—Skills, knowledge, and attributes. (DA PAM 22-100,
drafted 26 November 1996; OPMS XXI TF)

Officer Development Action Plan (ODAP)—A document identifying objec-
tives, milestones, required resources and responsible agencies for achieving an
officer development objective. The objective supports the achievement of one or
more of the OPMS XXI characteristics, adapts to changes in the environment,
and has one or more policy or program decisions tied to it.(OPMS XXI TF)

Officer Development Decision Network (ODDN)—An informal network of
individuals and organizations with the need, expertise, and resources to consider
and recommend officer development issues and execute guidance from the Army
leadership. Issues and recommendations are incorporated in appropriate action
plans. Permanent members are the ASA (MRA); the CG, TRADOC; the
DCSPER; and the DCSOPS.

Officer Development Initiatives (ODI)—Focused programs that prescribe exact
and detailed execution of both ODAPs and life-cycle master plans. (OPMS XXI
TF)

Officer Development Office (ODO)—This office is responsible for assessing,
developing, coordinating, synchronizing, and monitoring the ODS issues, initia-
tives, life-cycle master plans, and ODAPs from concept through implementation.
The Director, ODO is the executive agent for Army officer development. (OPMS
XXI TF)
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Officer Development Support System (ODSS)—The system that applies stra-
tegic human resource management to Army officer development. It involves the
Army leadership, ensuring that issues of the four ODS components are integrated
and resolved at the appropriate level. It consists of three operating elements: sen-
ior commanders, the Officer Development Office (ODO), and the Officer Devel-
opment Decision Network (ODDN). It employs bi-annual conferences of senior
advisors/commanders to review and update initiatives while providing both focus
and direction in advance of the annual ODS Review brief to the CSA. (OPMS
XXI TF)

Officer Development System (ODS)—A human resource management system
for officers that is holistic, integrated, and forward-looking in approach. It inte-
grates the separate programs of Leader Development, Character Development,
Personnel Management, and Performance Evaluation systems. It is designed to
support Army Vision 2010 and continues to change over time as the strategic en-
vironment changes. It incorporates a feedback loop and a cyclic review and up-
date process. (OPMS XXI TF)

Officer Development Update (ODU)—A cyclic, annual review of ODS for the
Chief of Staff, Army. (OPMS XXI TF)

Officer Distribution Plan (ODP)—A planned level of support to each MACOM
dictating the number of officers, by skill, that the command is expected to have at
the end of the fiscal year. The annual plan is developed by the Programs Branch,
Distribution Division, Officer Personnel Management Directorate, PERSCOM.
The plan incorporates the expected number of officers on active duty, the portion
in TTHS, projected board results, the stabilized population, and the Army’s pri-
orities.

Officer Personnel Management System (OPMS) XXI—One of four compo-
nents of the Officer Development System (ODS) in the 21st century. The future
purpose is to continue the evolution of enhancing warfighting with increased “ca-
reer” focus, giving reasonable opportunity for success while balancing grades and
skills within the field-grade level and adapting to meet the needs of a changing
strategic environment. Officers serve in their basic branch and branch-immaterial
or functional area and branch-immaterial positions, but not in both. (OPMS XXI
TF)

Operations Career Field (OP CF)—Operations focuses on functions associated
with training for and executing Army Vision 2010 Patterns of Operations (Deci-
sive Operations, Shape the Battlespace, Protect the Force, Support the Force) as
well as the core processes of Train the Operational Force and Maintain, Sustain
Land Operations and Acquire and Sustain Infrastructure. The OP CF includes all
16 basic branches and two functional areas: FA39, Psychological Operations and
Civil Affairs and FA90, Multifunctional Logistics. This career field contains both
battalion- and brigade-level command opportunities. (OPMS XXI TF)
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Operational Support Career Field (OS CF)—Operational Support promotes
the building of Army systems for the future, performs the core process of acquir-
ing sustaining infrastructure, and performs emerging strategic missions. This ca-
reer field includes the functional areas of the Army Acquisition Corps (AAC) and
the Foreign Area Officers (FA 48). (OPMS XXI TF)

Personnel Management Authorization Document (PMAD)—A document
built from semiannual updates of the force structure reflected in the HQDA
ODCSOPS Structure and Manpower Allocation System (SAMAS) and TAADS
files.

Promotion Opportunity—The opportunity (represented by a percentage) for an
officer to be selected for promotion within a grouping of officers. The opportu-
nity is based on the number of officers competing for promotion in the career field
or functional areas in relation to the requirements.

Promotion Opportunity Model (POM)—A spreadsheet-based model that de-
velops a steady-state objective force by branch or functional area, rank, and year
of service.

Promotion Share—A percentage of the total promotions available in a career
field, or in a branch or functional area within a career field. The share is based on
the total number of promotions available/expected.

Recoding—The process of changing an authorization from one grade/skill com-
bination to another grade/skill combination. (OPMS XXI TF)

Selective Early Retirement Board (SERB)—A centralized board convened to
select officers to be retired from active duty involuntarily.

Skills (competencies)—The term identifies a requirement and an officer possess-
ing specialized skills to perform duties of a specific position that may require sig-
nificant education, training, and experience. A skill can be related to more than
one branch or functional area. An officer may have more than one skill. Progres-
sive assignments and repetitive tours are not required (AR 310-25, 21 May 1986).
One of three elements of character in the Army leadership model. Skills are those
abilities that people develop and use with people, with ideas, and with things—
hence, their division into interpersonal, conceptual/cognitive, and technical. The
fourth skill, tactical, requires skill in all three domains. It is synonymous with
competence. (FM 22-100, April 1997; validated w/Internet)

Specialist—An officer exceptionally well qualified in a specific functional area
and/or technical discipline through specialized training, advanced education, and
comprehensive professional experience. (OPMS XXI TF)
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Survival Rate—The percentage or ratio of officers who will remain in the Army
after a given period of time, based on the number who entered service. Calculated
as a product of continuation rates corresponding to the time period of interest.

Table of Distribution and Allowances (TDA)—A document prescribing the
organizational structure for a unit having a support mission for which a TOE does
not exist; it may include civilian positions.

Table of Organization and Equipment (TOE)—A document prescribing the
required structure, manpower, and equipment for several levels of organization
options for a particular type of unit.

The Army Authorization Document System (TAADS)—Organizational struc-
ture, personnel, and equipment requirements and authorizations data maintained
in an authorizations document.

Trainees, Transients, Holdees, and Students (TTHS)—The Army’s personnel
“overhead” account. It includes those soldiers in training, hospitals, or confine-
ment and those undertaking PCS moves or separating from the Army. TTHS per-
sonnel are not counted against operating strength, since they are not in units or
organizations.

Updated Authorizations Document (UAD)—This document makes adjust-
ments to PMAD authorizations based on decisions and changes made after the
Management of Change (MOC) window.

Utilization Rate (U rate)—The average proportion of the inventory required to
fill the given requirements. Utilization rates can be derived for branches or for
functional areas, or they can be more encompassing with the inclusion of immate-
rial positions in the calculation. As the resultant ratio nears “one,” it will be more
difficult for the inventory to meet the requirements as defined. When this ratio
exceeds one, the inventory cannot meet the requirements as defined and shortages
exist. The utilization rate is calculated by dividing the total number of require-
ments by the total inventory.

Voluntary Early Release and Retirement Program (VERRP)—A personnel
management program under which, in order to increase the losses for the fiscal
year, officers are released from active duty before completing all their commit-
ments. LTs and junior CPTs are usually allowed to waiver one or more years of
their initial active duty obligation. Officers eligible for retirement are usually
granted either waivers for PCS “paybacks” or time-in-grade waivers. Generally
speaking, these officers would be leaving the Army of their own volition within a
year anyway, but this program allows their loss to count in the current fiscal year.
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Year Group (YG)—Used for referring to the group of officers who entered the
service in a given fiscal year. While BZ or above-the-zone (AZ) promotions mean
that officers will no longer compete for promotion with their original YG, their
YG designator will not change.
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